Student socioeconomic status, teacher expectations,and student academic engaged time, 1985 by Bouie, Edward L. (Author)
ABSTRACT
STUDENT SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS, TEACHER EXPECTATIONS,
AND STUDENT ACADEMIC ENGAGED TIME
by
EDWARD LEE BOUIE, JR.
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between
student socioeconomic status, teacher expectations, and student academic
engaged time (time-on-task). In addition, this study attempted to under¬
stand how this relationship influenced school achievement among minority
students.
Procedures
Two observers were trained in the use of the Brophy-Good Dyadic
Interaction Analysis. Ten teachers in two secondary schools were asked
to rank the students in their classes in order of achievement. The top
six students were used as a measure of high expectations and the bottom
six were used as a measure of low expectations. Five hours of classroom
observations were conducted on each classroom using the Brophy-Good
Instrument. This instrument coded dyadic interactions between the teacher
and each of the twelve students chosen for observation in nineteen
categories. Thirteen of these categories were used as a measure of student
academic engaged time. In addition, demographic information was collected
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on each student to determine socioeconomic status. Finally, achievement
test scores and final academic and conduct grades were collected on each
student at the end of the quarter during which observations were held to
determine academic achievement.
Statistical analyses were conducted on the data including chi-square,
cross tabulation, factor analysis, and regression analysis to determine
the relationship of student socioeconomic status, teacher expectations,
and student academic engaged time to student achievement.
Conclusions
Teacher expectations correlated significantly with both student
academic engaged time and socioeconomic status. However, the results of
regression analysis indicated that student achievement, recognition, and
sustained feedback were the primary determinants of teacher expectations.
Further, student achievement was determined by teacher expectations,
socioeconomic status, and number of days absent.
Teacher expectations were found to significantly influence overt
teacher behavior toward students in the classroom including student
academic engaged time. Therefore, it was concluded that student academic
engaged time does contribute to student achievement. However, before
increased time on task can significantly affect student achievement,
teacher expectations must be raised so that all students experience
similar quantitative and qualitative interactions with the teacher in the
classroom.
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Statement of the Problem
One of the most perplexing problems confronting the American
educational system is the lack of attainment of basic skills, particularly
by poor and, most often, minority students, despite many years of formal
schooling. It is not uncommon to read reports concerning students who
have graduated from accredited high schools throughout the nation despite
the fact that they are functionally illiterate. Employers in the business
world as well as military leaders are constantly making reference to the
poor quality of the high school graduate relative to reading, writing,
language, and mathematical skills. Again, the lack of proficiency in
these essential basic skills is most often manifested by minority students.
The report issued by the National Commission on Excellence in Education, A
Nation At Risk, states that functional illiteracy by seventeen year olds
approaches 18%. However, functional illiteracy by minority youth in the
same age group approaches 46%. Clearly, there is a disproportionate
number of minority students who do not gain an imderstanding of basic
skills within the public schools.
Many researchers have recognized the inadequacy of the public
schools relative to minority students and have attempted to offer
explanations for these inadequacies. Unfortunately, many of these
explanations attenpt to relieve the school of responsibility for the
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educational deficits of these students and concentrate instead on blaming
the student: the I.Q.-deficit theory suggests that the genetic deficien¬
cies of blacks^ or lower class individuals^ explain why they do more
poorly in school and in life; the cultural-deficit theory holds that the
cultural, family, linguistic, cognitive, and attitudinal backgrounds of
certain children are so different or lacking that they cannot learn in
school.3
There are many problems with both of these explanations. First of
all, evidence to support the I.Q.-deficit theory is contingent upon the
results of tests designed to measure innate intelligence. A number of
critics have suggested that I.Q. tests do not measure important features
of intelligence, such as creative or divergent thinking, logic, critical
reasoning, and so on. In fact some have gone so far as to suggest that
the tests measure conformity to prevailing cultural values more than they
measure "intelligence".4 An additional question concerns the predictive
validity of I.Q. tests for grades in school and for success in jobs.
David McClelland^ notes that I.Q. and aptitude test scores are correlated
with school and college grades. However, to McClelland, the real question
^Arthur R. Jensen. "How Much Can We Boost I.Q. and Scholastic
Achievement?," Harvard Educational Review 39 (Winter, 1969: 1-123).
2Richard J. Hermstein, I.Q. in the Meritocracy (Boston: Atlantic-
Little and Brown, 1973).
^Caroline Hodges Persell. Education and Inequality: The Roots and
Results of Stratification in America's Schools (New York: The Free Press,
1977), p. 1.
4lbid., p. 60.
^David C. McClelland. "Testing for Competence Rather Than For
'Intelligence'", in Alan Gartner, Colin Greer, and Frank Riessraan, eds.
The New Assult on Equality, (New York: Social Policy, 1971) pp. 163-197.
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is how valid the grades are as predictors. McClelland found no correla¬
tion between grades and success in life. In addition, more extensive
work by Hoyt^, who reviewed 46 studies that related college grades
to success in many different occupations; Berg^ who reviewed studies of
factory workers, bank tellers, and air traffic controllers; Taylor, Smith
and GhiselinS who studied scientific researchers find little relationship
between educational achievement and attainment in a variety of occupations.
Similarly, Thorndike and Hagen^ correlated the aptitude test scores
of more than 10,000 respondents with their occupational success and found
no statistically significant correlations. Holland and Richards^^ and
Elton and ShevelH found no consistent correlations between college
students aptitude-test scores and the actual accomplishments of students
in social leadership. Ghisellil2 found that intelligence tests were
^Donald P. Hoyt. "The Relationship Between College Grades and
Adult Achievement: A Review of the Literature", Research Report No. 7
(Iowa City: American College Testing Program, 1965).
^Ivan Berg. Education and Jobs: The Great Training Robbery,
New York: Praeger, 1970).
8c. Taylor, W. R. Smith, and B. Ghiselin. "The Creative and Other
Contributions of One Sanple of Research Scientists" in C. W. Taylor and
F. Carron, eds. Scientific Creativity: Its Recognition and Development,
(New York: Wiley, 1963).
9r. L. Thorndike, and E. Hagen, 10,000 Careers, (New York: Wiley,
1959).
lOj. L. Holland, and J. M. Richards, Jr. Academic and Nonacademic
Accomplishment: Correlated or Uncorrelated?: Research Report No. 2
(Iowa City: American College Testing Program, 1965).
^^C. F. Elton and L. R. Shevel. Who is Talented? An Analysis of
Achievement. Research Report No. 31, (Iowa City, Iowa: American College
Testing Program).
^^E. E. Ghiselli. The Validity of Occupational Aptitude Tests.
(New York: Wiley, 1966).
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correlated with trainability and proficiency, but he did not control for
social class, background, which, according to McClelland!^, is also related
to I.Q.
Bowles and Gintisl4 reported that I.Q. is unrelated to attained
socio-economic status when original social class and number of years
schooling are held constant. Further, Jencks et all5 found that I.Q.
explained only a very small portion of the variance in income when edu¬
cation and occupation status were similar.
In summary, there in considerable evidence which refutes the pre¬
dictive validity of I.Q. or aptitude testing.
The theoretical explanations arising from a cultural deficit
perspective argues that individual inequalities are not genetic in origin
but sociocultural. At least four models have been developed: the
deficient, depraved, different, or bicultural.At its extreme, in the
deficit model, some individuals and their families are so deprived that
they are seen as actually having no culture. In the second model, the
child possesses a culture of some kind. However, that culture is viewed
as pathogenic. Low income or minority children do not achieve in school
and life because of deficiencies in their home environment: disorganiza¬
tion in their family structure, inadequate child rearing patterns,
l^McClelland, "Testing For Competence Rather Than Intelligence,"
p. 163.
l^Samuel Bowles, and Herbert Gintis. "I.Q. in the'U.S. Class
Structure," 3 Social Policy (November, December 1973): 65-96.
l^Christopher Jencks et al. Inequality (New York: Basic Books,
1972).
!^Caroline Hodges Persell. Education and Inequality, p. 74.
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undeveloped language use assumed to lead to deficient cognitive develop¬
ment, maladaptive values, including inability to defer impulse gratifica¬
tion, personal maladjustment, and low self esteem.
In the cultural difference model, the lower class or minority child
possesses a distinct, separate culture that is valid in its own right as
the mainstream culture. This view is advocated by Baratz and BaratzlS
who feel that educational programs should recognize the existence of
distinct cultures or subcultures and build upon those unique cultural
features to bridge the two cultures, and hence facilitate the learning
of mainstream culture. However, according to Valentinel^, the central
theoretical weakness of this model is "an implicit assunqjtion that
different cultures are necessary competitive alternatives, that distinct
cultural systems can enter human experience only as mutually exclusive
alternatives, never as intertwined or simultaneously available reper¬
toires."
Because of the difficulties he sees in the cultural deficit and
cultural difference models, Valentine proposes a bicultural model: ^
The collective behavior of the Black Community is bicultural
in the sense that each Afro-American ethnic segment draws
upon a distinctive repertoire of standardized Afro-American
groi;^) behavior and, simultaneously, patterns derived from
the mainstream cultural system of Euro-American derivation.
Socialization into both systems begin at an early age,
continues throughout life, and is generally of equal importance
17persell, Education and Inequality, p. 76.
l®Joan Baratz and Stephen Baratz. "Early Childhood Intervention:
the Social Scientific Basis of Institutionalized Racism," 39 Harvard
Educational Review (Winter 1970): 29-50.
l^Charles A. Valentine. "Deficit, Difference, and Bicultural
Models of Afro-American Behavior," 41 Harvard Educational Review
(March 1971): 137-157.
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in most individual lives . . . The idea of biculturation
helps explain how people leam and practice both main¬
stream culture and ethnic cultures at the same time.^O
The first two models, the deficient and depraved, present major
problems and contain numerous flaws when attempting to explain the lack
of achievement of minority youth in the public schools. Much research
has been conducted to refute many of the claims of the deficit model.
A major tenet of the deficit model is the thesis that the family
structure is extremely unstable and disorganized.^^ However, Valentine
and Valentine reveal: "solid bodies of evidence and trenchant analyses
are emerging to demolish the myths of Afro-American disorganization,
incapability and pathology."22 Those researchers, who present evidence
depicting the black family as a positive force in the development of
black youth contrary to the position advanced by Moynihan include
Billingslea,23 Hill,24 Kunkel and Kennard,25 Murray,26 and Young.22
20lbid., p. 143.
2lDaniel P. Moynihan. The Negro Family: The Case for National
Action, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1965).
22c. A. Valentine and B. L. Valentine. "Brain Damage and the
Intellectual Defense of Inequality," 16 Current Anthropology (February
1975): 122.
2^Andrew Billingslea. "Black Families and White Social Science,"
In Joyce Ladner, ed.. The Death of White Sociology. (New York: Vintage,
1973): 431-450.
^^Robert Hill. The Strengths of Black Families, (New York:
Emerson Hall, 1971).
25peter Kunkle and Sara S. Kennard. Spout Spring: A Black
Community (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1971).
26Albert Murray. The Omni-Americans: New Perspectives on Black
Experience and American Culture. (New York: Dutton, 1971).
27virginia H. Young. "Family and Childhood in a Southern Community"
72 American Anthropologist. (March 1970) 269-288.
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Another popular viewpoint expressed by advocates of the deficit model
refers to the development of personalities characterized by weakness,
disorganization, and low esteem. However, it has been documented by
Bridgeman and Spearman^S^ who studied samples of children in the Head¬
start Program, that self-esteem decreased as minority students progressed
in the public schools. Clearly, something other than a deficient culture
is responsible for this phenomenon.
It is often asserted that poor blacks have an underdeveloped lin¬
guistic code which retards cognitive development. As stated by Bereiter
and Engleman: "The language of culturally deprived children is not really
an underdeveloped version of standard English, but is a basically non-
logical mode of expressive behavior.However, Persell cites many
studies which demonstrate that black American English is just as complex,
highly structured and conducive to abstract thought as white American
English, which suggests that assumptions of inadequate language develop¬
ment and linguistic skills are invalid.^® In addition, Labov found that
many speech events among lower class blacks "depend upon the competitive
exhibition of verbal skills."31
The I.Q.-deficit theory and the cultural deprivation theory share
one important characteristic: they place the responsibility for failure
28Brent Bridgeman and Virginia Spearman, Predictive Value of
Measures of Self-Esteem and Achievement Motivation in Four-to-Nine-Year-
Old Low-Income Children (ETS Headstart Longitudinal Study), (Princeton,
N.J.: Educational Testing Service, 1975).
29Carl Bereiter and Siegfried Engleman, Teaching Disadvantaged
Children in Preschool (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1966) p. 35.
30persell, Education and Inequality, p. 38.
31william Labov. "The Logic of Non-Standard English", in Nell
Keddie, ed.. The h^th of Cultural Deprivation (Harmondsworth, England:
Penguin Publishing Co., 1973), p. 33.
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on the students and their families, thus relieving the school of any
blame. These theories ligitimize all practices of the schools by pro¬
viding "evidence" that the poor minority student is destined to fail be¬
fore ever entering an institution of learning.
Based on the evidence presented, it is apparent that an alternative
explanation is needed. This explanation must place the bulk of the blame
where it belongs—on the institution that is charged with eradicating
ignorance—the school.
Theoretical Framework
This proposed expiration begins with a careful analysis of the
preceeding explanation. The term "culturally deprived" represents an
attempt by mainstream sociologists to legitimize the failure of black
Americans not only in schools but, also, in other American institutions
as well. The concrete conditions of life which traditionally measured
poverty, i.e., income, housing nutrition, medical care, etc. are now
used to suggest that the cultural heritage of black people is somehow
inferior to that of whites—that it is not a valid culture worthy of
recognition—that it is, somehow, deviant.
In the view, of mainstream sociologists, social problems reflect
violations of normative expectations. Behavior or situations that de¬
part from norms are deviant. Clearly, many of the customs, values, and
behaviors of blacks depart from the norm. That is, the norm as defined
by the dominant majority—white middle class Americans.
This deviant view of black culture is apparent in the following
statements by Moynihan and Glazer:
... It is not possible for Negroes to view themselves as other
ethnic groups viewed themselves because—and this is the key to
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much in the Negro world—the Negro is only American, and nothing
else. He has no values to guard and protect.
Nfyrdal supports the view of Moynihan and Glazer by describing the
black man as ’’an exaggerated development, or a pathologic condition of
American culture in general.
Studies of the black man usually focus on what is abnormal in his
life. He is viewed as a package of problems. Benjamin Quarles in his
analysis of mainstream sociological treatment of blacks states:
When we pick up a social science book and look in the index
voider "Negro", it will read "See Slavery"; "See Crime"; "See
Juvenile Delinquency"; perhaps see "Commission on Civil Dis¬
orders"; perhaps see anything except "Negro". So when we
of the Negro, we get a distorted
Mainstream sociologists have traditionally sought to scientifically
document the inferiority of blacks in order to justify their continued
subjugation. Watson suggests that a study of mainstream sociologists
will show an emphasis on "(1) Social Control; for example, emphasis by
existing institutional frameworks; (2) the responsibility of the oppressed
for their own suffering as opposed to the selective effects of color/class
patterns and institutional racism; and (3) interpretations of data
en5)hasizing 'value free' analysis on questions pertaining to the pro¬
priety of change toward, or away from race related system of social
oppression."35
^^Daniel P. Moynihan and Nathan Glazer, Behond the Melting Pot
(Cambridge, Mass. M.I.T. Press, 1965), p. 25.
33Gunner Myrdal, An American Dilemma; The Negro Problem and
Democracy (New York: Harper, 1944), p. 30.
34Benjamin Quarles, "Editorial", 33 Jet Magazine October 1967,
p. 32.
3%ilbur H. Watson, "The Idea of Black Sociology: Its Cultural
and Political Significance", 41 The American Sociologist. (May 1976):
p. 115.
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McWhorter^^ noted that white, or mainstream, social science has
dealt with black people on the basis of two, theoretical models: one
based on attitude, the other on behavior. The attitudinal approach
focuses on prejudice, the use of generalizations prejudging a group of
people or institutions in guiding action toward them. The behavior
approach is based on discrimination, differential treatment of people who
belong to certain identifiable groups.
Staples states that "a social analysis by white sociologists tends
to reflect and reinforce the racial values of the group to which they
belong,"37 despite the fact that they may bear no particular malice
toward blacks.
In essence, mainstream sociological thought, through the use of in¬
adequate theoretical paradigms which have been applied to black people in
general are often specifically applied to the black child attempting to
survive and learn in an educational system which goes to great pains to
legitimize concepts and beliefs that, while beneficial to the dominant
group, tend to hamper his full educational and social development. By
failing to consider the uniqueness of the black child's cultural heritage,
it is concluded that his behavior, beliefs, and value system, which are
simply overt manifestations of his cultural heritage, is not simply
different but rather deviant.
This deviant perspective is not necessarily racist in origin. That
is, it is not only shared by many whites within the educational system
S^Gerald McWhorter, "The Ideology of Black Social Science", In
Joyce A. Ladner, ed.. The Death of White Sociology (New York: Random
House, 1973), p. 101.
37Robert Staples, Introduction to Black Sociology (New York:
Random House, 1973), p. 15.
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but also by blacks who have come to fully accept the values and ideologies
of the dominant majority to the exclusion of their own cultural heritage.
Thus those black students who closely approximate mainstream cultural
values and behavior are likely to be successful in the educational system
while those who do not are likely to fail. In order to explain this
phenomenon, it is necessary to refer to a developing perspective in the
social sciences referred to as labeling theory.
The labeling prospective grows out of the attempt by sociologists to
explain deviant behavior. Traditionally, deviant behavior has been
perceived as a failure to observe social norms. Deviant people are those
who exhibit sufficient amounts of deviant behavior or a few deviant be¬
haviors of such severity that they are seen as being different from other
people.
Labeling theorists take a different approach to the explanation of
deviance than those of traditional theorists. That is, they are concerned
with the study of why people are labeled and who it is that has labeled
them as exhibiting deviant behavioral characteristics rather than the
motivational and characterological nature of the person who has committed
the act. In other words, deviance is understood, not as a quality of the
person or as created by his actions, but instead as created by group
definitions and reactions. It is a social judgment imposed by a social
audience."38
Howard Becker, an early proponent of labeling theory states:
38Ray C. Rist, "On Understanding the Process of Schooling: The
Contributions of Labeling Theory," in Jerome Kianable and A. H. Halsey,
eds.. Power and Ideology in Education (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1977), p. 293.
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The central fact of deviance is that it is created by society.
I do not mean this in the way it is ordinarily understood, in
which the causes of deviance are located in the social situation
of the deviant, or the social factors which prompted his action.
I mean, rather, that social groups create deviants by making the
rules whose infraction constitute deviance, and by applying those
rules to particular people and labeling them as outsiders. From
this point of view, deviance is not the quality of the act the
person commits, but rather a consequence of the application by
others of rules and sanctions to an "offender." The deviant is
one to whom the label has been successfully applied. Deviant
behavior is behavior that people so label.
Therefore, from the perspective of the labeling theorists, "human
behavior is deviant to the extent that it comes to be viewed as involving
a personally discreditable departure from a group's normative expecta¬
tions, and it elicits interpersonal or collective reactions that serve
to 'isolate', 'treat', 'correct', or 'punish' individuals engaged in
such behavior."40
Furthermore, again citing Becker:
Deviance is not a simple quality, present in some kinds of
behavior and absent in others. Rather, it is a process which
involves the responses of other people to the behavior. The
same behavior may be an infraction of the rules at one time
and not at another; may be an infraction when committed by
one person, but not when committed by another; some rules are
broken with impunity, others are not. In short, whether a
given act is deviant or not depends in part on the nature of
the act (that is whether or not it violates some rule) and in
part on what other people do about it ... we must recognize
that we cannot know whether a given act will be categorized
as deviant until the response of others has occurred. Deviance
is not a quality that lies in behavior itself, but in the
interaction between the person who commits the act and those
who respond to it.41
One of the major concepts of labeling thoery concerns the reaction
of individuals who are labeled as deviant. The labeling often produces
39Howard S. Becker, Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance
(New York: The Free Press, 1963), p. 9.
49Edwin M. Schur, Labeling Deviant Behavior: Its Sociological
Implications (New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1971), p. 25.
4lBecker, Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance, p. 14.,
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the unintended consequence of causing the labeled person to embark on
further deviance because of the stigmatization of labeling. The process
by which this occurs has been described by Lemert:
The sequence of interaction leading to secondary deviance is
roughly as follows: (1) primary deviation; (2) societal
penalties; (3) further primary deviation; (4) stronger penal¬
ties and rejections; (5) further deviation, perhaps with hos¬
tilities and resentments being focused on those doing the
penalizing; (6) crisis reached in the tolerance quotient
expressed in formal action by the community stigmatizing of
the deviant; (7) a strengthening of the deviant conduct as a
reaction to the stigmatizing and peanalties, and (8) ultimate
acceptance of deviant social status and efforts at adjustment
on the basis of the associated rule.^^
Hypothesis
The implications for using labeling theory as a paradigm for
analyzing teacher expectations and the "self-fulfilling prophecy" are
clear. It enahances the understanding of becoming deviant by shifting
attention from the deviant individuals to the judges of deviance and
the forces that affect their judgment.
Obviously, all of the formal representatives for the educational
system do not view the behaviors of black students who do not adhere
closely to white middle class values, behaviors, etc. as deviant. How¬
ever, more important, there are those who do. Those who do must bear
a great deal of the responsibility for the lack of achievement by poor
black students. A disproportionate number of these students enter the
formal educational system possessing the same interests, the same desire
for success, and the same potential ability for success as their more
affluent counterparts. Yet those who lack economic affluence are often
destined for failure. The students are destined for failure primarily
42e. Lemert, Social Pathology (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1951),
p. 77.
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because of the subjective labels that are applied by teachers lead
directly to expectations of the student, i.e, the student can or cannot
master a certain body of knowledge. These expectations, in turn, manifest
themselves in a variety of overt teacher behaviors which lead directly to
student behaviors and accomplishments or lack of accomplishments origi¬
nally expected by the teacher.
The overt behaviors take many forms. Rosenthal^^ based upon his
review of 285 studies of interpersonal influence, including at least
80 in classrooms identified four related ways in which expectancy affects
are communicated to students: (1) a general climate of warmth, (2) more
praise for performance, (3) more actual teaching, and (4) more oppor¬
tunities to respond. Persell^^ has identified a fifth way that expecta¬
tions are communicated: by the type of curriculum that teachers may
present to students for whom they hold different expectations.
The thrust of this study will be to isolate the third variable
identified by Rosenthal, more actual teaching, and to determine its effect
on student achievement, i.e. those students for whom high expectations
are held receive more actual instructional time leading to high student
achievement; those students for whom low expectations are held receive
less instructional time which leads to low achievement.
43Robert Rosenthal. "The Pygmalion Effect: What You Expect Is What
You Get," Psychology Today Library Cassette 12 (New York: Z. H. Davis,
1974).
‘^^Percell, Education and Inequality, p. 128.
The following model graphically illustrates this hypothesis:
INCREASED STUDENT-TEACHER DECREASED STUDENT-TEACHER
INTERACTION (TIME ON TASK) INTERACTION (TIME OFF TASK)
HIGH STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT LOW STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
Significance of the Study
A society built upon democratic ideals is dependent upon the
continuous production of an informed educated citizenry for survival.
In addition, American can no longer expect to dominate the world rela¬
tive to production of goods and economic affluence as it has historically
without producing leaders capable of competing in an international market.
Foreign powers are rapidly gaining, and in some cases exceeding America
in the technological expertise necessary to maintain a significant in¬
fluence in the changing world of today. Furthermore, democratic ideals
dictates that all members of such a society have equal opportunities to
share in the rewards available within the society. Education is not only
one of these rewards but it is also the path to additional rewards, both
economic and personal. If it is revealed that students are deprived of
16
instructional time within the classroom based on teacher expectations,
then significant implications for the training of teachers in college as
well as staff development for veteran teachers are also revealed.
Definition of Terms
Time-on-task: Time-on-task in this study is synonymous with academic
engaged time. This refers to the amount of time that students actually
spend interacting, studying, and/or discussing a subject or learning
objectives within an allocated time frame.
Teacher Expectations: refers to the perceptions by teachers of the
ability of a student to master a certain body of knowledge as included
within the curriculum to be taught. These expectations manifest them¬
selves in a variety of overt behaviors by the teacher toward individual
students within the classroom
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Teacher Expectations
The school as a mechanism for social differentiation and the corre¬
sponding teacher and school expectations that result from this differ¬
entiation has been the concern of numerous authors. Davis and Dollard'^^
revealed in 1940 that pupils differing in social class status differ in
the types of interactions they have with teachers. Lower class pupils
gather most of the teachers* corrections while higher class pupils reap
rewards.
Warner, Havighurst, and Loeb^O and Hollingshead^^ have demonstrated
the manner in which schools tend to favor the middle class. Allison Davis^S
has pointed to those factors in the class cultures which make lower class
children less and middle class children more adaptable to the work and
behavioral standards of the school.
Becker interviewed teachers working in the public schools of Chicago.
He noted that cultural differences produce variation from the image of
the "ideal" student and that teachers use class terms in describing the
45a. Davis and J. Dollard, Children of Bondage (Washington, D.C.:
American Council on Education, 1940).
46w. L. Warner, R, J. Havighurst and W. J. Loeb, Who Shall Be
Educated? (New York: Harper and Brother, 1944).
47August Hollingshead, Elmstown's Youth (New York: John Wiley
and Sons, 1949).
45Allison Davis, Social Class Influences Upon Learning (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1950).
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with whom they work characterizing low class students as the most diffi¬
cult to teach successfully as well as lacking in interest in school,
learning ability, and outside training.In addition, the differences
in ability to do school work as perceived by teachers have important
consequences. They lead, in the first place to differences in actual
teaching techniques. Further, the teacher feels that when these differ¬
ences are recognized by their superiors, there will be a corresponding
variation in the amount of work they are expected to accomplish. The
teacher expects that the amount of work and effort will vary inversely
with the social status of the pupils.50
The landmark work of Rosenthal and Jacobson,51 Pygmalion in the
Classroom, represented an attempt to provide empirical justification for
a truism considered self evident by many educators: school achievement
is not siii5)ly a matter of a child's native ability, but involves directly
and inextricably the teacher as well. Their research involved a situation
where at the end of a school year, more than 500 students in a single
elementary school werq administered the "Harvard Test of Inflected
Acquisition." In actuality, this test was a standardized relatively non¬
verbal test of intelligence, Flanagans (1960 Test of General Ability
(TOGA). The teachers were told that such a test would, with high predic¬
tive reliability, sort out those students who gave strong indication of
being intellectual "spurters" or "bloomers" during the following academic
%
year. Just before the beginning of school the following year, the teachers
were given lists with the names of their students. They were told that
^^Howard S. Becker, "Social Class Variation in the Teacher-Pupil
Relationship," Journal of Educational Sociology 25 (March 1952): 454
50ibid., p. 455.
SlRobert Rosentnal and L. Jacobson, Pygmalion in the Classroom
(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1968).
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these students scored in the top twenty percent of the school on the test
even though no factual basis for such determination existed. A twenty
percent subsample of the '’special" students was selected for intensive
analysis. Testing of the students at the end of the school year offered
some evidence that these selected students did perform better than the
nonselected.
Even though the original Pygmalion Studies have been severely
criticized on methodological grounds, massive amounts of evidence have
been compiled by testing the question of whether teacher expectations in¬
fluence the level of achievement. The bulk of these studies result in
indications that teacher expectations influence student achievement.
As indicated in the preceeding model, teacher expectations result
in overt teacher behaviors toward their students. One of the most consis¬
tently cited behavior manifested by teachers is the amount of instruction
time devoted to students based on differential expectations.
Brophy and Good52 identified the following factors which are related
to reduced instructional time for students for whom teachers hold low
expectations:
1. Amount of teaching student received
2. Content covered
3. Number of times students are called on
4. Teacher assistance and willingness to help
5. Wait time (the amount of time a student is given to respond
to a question before the teacher gives the answer or moves
on to another student)
^^Jere E. Brophy and Thomas L. Good, Teacher-Student Relationships:
Causes and Consequences (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1974)
p. 95.
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6. Reinstruction of students in failure situations (i.e. probing,
restating questions, giving hints, etc. until student arrives
at correct answer)
Beez53 noted, tutors taught many more words to students they thought
were bright than to pupils designated slow. Similarly, presentation of
more vocabulary words to students of alleged higher ability was noted
by Carter54j and by McQueen.^5 Martinez^b found that teachers spent more
time on reading instruction in high-achieving classes than in low achiev¬
ing classes. Rist^^ observed that pupils in the teacher designated higher
group could see more of the written material on the board from the table
the teacher assigned them to than could the "lower" group.
Baker and Crist reviewed the studies pertinent to investigation of
teacher expectancy and advanced several generalizations. The one most
closely related to instructional time stated:
Teacher expectancy in all probability affects observable teacher
and pupil behavior, if the expectancy condition occurs naturally
or provides a moderate to strong manipulation of inducement.
The teacher behavior most likely to be affected involved eliciting
and reinforcing of pupils’ responses, the type of attention
given to pupils, the amount of teaching actually attempted.
53walter V. Beez, "Influence of Biased Pyschological Reports On
Teacher Behavior and Pupil Performance," in Matthew B. Miles and
W. W. Charters, Jr., eds.. Learning in Social Settings (Boston: Allyn
and Bacon,.1970), pp. 320-334.
^^Ronald M Carter, "Locus of Control and Teacher Expectancy as
Related to Achievement of Young School Children", Dissertation Abstracts
International, 30:467A, 1969.
^^William M. McQueen, Jr., The Effect of Divergent Teacher Expecta-
tations on the Performance of Elementary School Children on a Vocabulary
Learning Task (Doctoral Dissertation, University of South Carolina,
1975), p. 14.
SbDavis H. Martinez, "A Comparison of the Behavior During Reading
Instruction of Teachers of High and Low Achieving in First Grade Classes",
(Doctoral Dissertation, University of Oregon, 1976), p. 34.
57Ray C. Rist, The Urban School: A Factory For Failure
(Massachusetts: MIT Press, 1970), p. 35.
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subjective grading of pupil's work and judgment or rating of
pupil ability and probable success.58
Research studies have further revealed that significant differences
exist relative to teachers interaction with high and low expectation
pupils at various grade levels. Brophy and Good^S reveal that teachers
at the primary level afforded highs and lows approximately equal response
opportunities, but provided highs with more positive and encouraging feed¬
back. At the secondary level, teachers afforded lows fewer response
opportunities, while the quality of interaction did not vary by pupil
achievement level.50 Teachers at the intermediate level afforded highs
more response opportunities and provided highs with more positive and
encouraging feedback.51
In addition, the study by Combleth et al52 of behavior correlates
of differential teacher expectations recorded data which indicated
(1) teachers exhibit more differences in frequency of teacher pupil
P. Baker and J. L. Crist, "Teachers' Expectancies: A Review
of the Literature" in J. D. Elashoff and R. E. Snow, Eds., Pygmalion
Reconsidered (Worthington, Ohio: Charles A. Jones Publishing Co.,
1971), p. 35.
59jere E. Brophy and Thomas L. Good, "Teachers' Communication of
Differential Expectations for Children' Classroom Performance: Some
Behavioral Data," Journal of Educational Psychology 6 (October 1970):
365-374.
50catherine Combleth, 0. L. Davis and Christine Button, "Expecta¬
tions for Pupil Achievement and Teacher-Pupil Interaction," Social
Education (Janruay 1974): 57.
51jan Jeter and 0. L. Davis, Jr., "Elementary School Teachers'
Differential Classroom Interaction With Children As A Function Of
Differential Expectations of Student Achievement," Educational Leader-
ship (April 1973): 680.
52combleth et al, "Expectations For Pupil Achievement and Teacher-
Pupil Interactions," p. 56.
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contacts than in the nature of contacts with high and low ranked pupils;
(2) teachers afford high ranked students more response opportunities and
high ranked pupils in turn, initiate contacts with their teachers;
(3) since high ranked students asked more questions than low ranked pupils
teachers might attempt to con5)ensate by directing more questions to lows
or seeking them out in private interactions. Such a possibility, however,
was not confirmed as teachers asked more direct questions of highs than
lows and tended to afford more private interactions to highs than lows;
(4) there was a normal tendency for teachers to ignore responses of the
lows more than the highs; (5) there was a negligible difference in the
percentage of probing teacher feedback with highs and lows when pupils did
not answer teacher questions. However, highs received probing or sustain¬
ing teaching responses twice as often as did lows with pupil initiated
interactions.
Rothbart^^ and his associates reported that teachers tended to spend
more time attending to those pupils arbitrarily designated as high
achievers. In turn, the designated high achievers tended to participate
more.
The study by Brophy and Good^"^, referred to earlier, compiled data
on both the quantity and quality of teacher interactions with students
based on differential expectations. The data revealed that there are
significant differences in the quantity of student teacher interactions
based on differential expectations. The data collected can be divided
Rothbart, S. Dalfin and R. Barrett. "Effects of Teacher's
Expectancy on Student-Teacher Interaction," Journal of Educational
Psychology 62 (February 1971): 49-54.
^'^Brophy and Good, "Teachers'Communication of Differential
Expectations for Children's Classroom Performance," p. 367.
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into two categories: (1) Child initiated contacts and (2) Teacher
initiated contacts.
In the area of student initiated contact, it was found that students
for whom high expectations are held seek out the teacher and initiate
interactions more frequently than students for whom low expectations are
held. The differences were especially notable in work related interac¬
tions: the highs much more frequently shared their work with the teacher
or asked questions about it and they initiated many more response oppor¬
tunities.^^
The data regarding interactions initiated or controlled by the
teacher indicated that there was a tendency by the teacher to initiate
more contacts with students for whom low expectations were held than with
the students for whom high expectations were held. The teachers, however,
can not be said to have been compensating for the superiority of the highs
in child initiated contacts because the trend was not con5)letely consis¬
tent with different teachers and because the only significant differences
occurred with teacher criticisms rather than with work related qontacts or
provisions of response opportunities.^^ The data collected in the area of
teacher initiated responses actually reflect more differences in the
quality of interactions than quantity of interaction based on differential
expectations, however, it does show a tendency for teachers to initiate
more contact with those students for whom high expectations are held.
In general, the data collected by Brophy and Good showed that the
teachers studied consistently favored the highs over the lows in demanding
^^Brophy and Good, "Teachers Communication of Differential Expecta¬
tions for Children's Classroom Performance," p. 368.
66ibid., p. 369
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and reinforcing quality performance. Furthermore, the teachers were more
persistent in eliciting responses from those students for whom high
expectations were held than for those for whom low expectations were held.
When the high expectation students responded incorrectly or were unable
to respond, the teachers were more likely to provide a second response
opportunity by repeating or rephrasing the question or giving a clue
than they were in similar situations with the low expectation students.
Conversely, they were more likely to supply the answer or call on another
student when reacting to the low expectation students than the highs.
Finally, the teachers failed to give feedback only 3.33% of the time
when reacting to the high expectation students while the corresponding
figure for the low expectation students was 14.75%, a highly significant
difference.
Goodes and Kranz, Weber, and Fishell^^ conducted similar studies
of the interaction of first grade teachers with students whom they per¬
ceived as high or low achievers. Both studies found that teacher had
more frequent interactions with high expectation students than low
expectation students. Similar findings were reported by Tyro and
iCranz,^® who studied verbal interactions in classrooms containing
67ibid., p. 372.
68Thomas Good, "Which Pupils Do Teachers Call On," Elementary
School Journal 70 (February 1970): 190-198.
Kranz, W,. Weber, K. Fishell, "The Relationships Between
Teacher Perception of Pupils and Teacher Behavior Toward Those Pupils,"
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, 1970.
70a. Tyro and P. Kranz, "A Study of Verbal Behavior Patterns of
Teachers in Interaction With Migrant and Non-Migrant Pupils,"
Millersville State College, 1973.
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migrant and non-migrant students. In general, the teachers had lower
expectations for the migrant students. Teacher behavior toward students
was classified as positive, neutral, or negative. Analyses showed that
the teachers had significantly more positive and neutral contacts, and
thus significantly more total contacts, with the non-migrant students.
These studies indicate that teachers are more likely to have more frequent
and more positive interaction with students for whom they hold high ex¬
pectations than with students for whom they hold low expectations.
Teacher-student interaction in five special education classrooms was
studied by Willis.The five teachers were asked to rank their eight
students from most to least efficient as learners. Each teacher's inter¬
action with the top and bottom student in his class was then observed in
simulated classroom sessions for thirty minutes a day for eight days.
Analyses of these data indicated that the teachers provided more verbal
responses to the comments of the students rated most efficient and were
more likely to ignore the students rated as least efficient.
Rowe^2 asked elementry social science teachers to name the five
best and five worse students in their classrooms. She then observed
student-teacher interaction in those classrooms and timed the teachers
as they waited for responses after they asked questions. She found that
teachers would wait an average of more than twice as long for a response
from a high expectation student than a low expectation student. Thus,
Willis, "The Influence of Teacher Expectations on Teachers'
Classroom Interaction With Selected Children," Dissertation Abstracts
International 1970, 30, 5072-A.
72m. Rowe, "Wait-Time and Rewards as Instructional Variables:
Their Influence on Language, Logic, and Fate Control," Paper Presented
at the Annual Meeting of the National Association for Research in
Science Teaching, 1972.
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the students most able to respond correctly were given more time to
answer, while the students least able to respond correctly had to respond
more quickly or lose their turn.
Brophy, Evanston, Harris and Good^^ confirmed the hypothesis that
as students get older, expectation effects are more likely to show up in
quantitative than in qualitative measures. This hypothesis was based on
an observation of the nature of teacher-student interaction at various
grade levels. In the early grades, reading groups tend to equalize the
quantity of contacts that students have with teachers. Without the
equalizing effect of small group instruction, high achievers in the later
grades are especially likely to dominate the teacher's time and attention
unless the teachers deliberately try to compensate.
Also, teaching at the later grades is more departmentalized, with
teachers often seeing five different classes of students for 55 minute
periods rather than seeing the same students all day long. They do not
get to know the students so well as early elementary school teachers
and student differences in rates of initiation of contact with teachers
are likely to have even greater effects on quantitative interaction.
A third reason that quantitative measures become more in5)ortant in
the later grades is that classroom interactions with older students tend
to be more organized and businesslike, centering around the presentation
of curricular material and review or discussion of assignments. There
are fewer dyadic interactions per unit of time in the later grades and
73jere Brophy, C. Everston, T. Harris, and T. Good, Communication
of Teacher Expectations: Fifth Grade, Report No. 93, Research and Devel¬
opment Center For Teacher Education, The University of Texas at Austin,
1975.
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the interactions that do occur rarely involve teacher praise or
criticism.
Good, Sikes, and Brophy^^ studied teacher-student interaction in
sixteen seventh and eighth grade classes in four junior high schools.
The sample included four female math teachers and four male and four
female social studies teachers. All were whites teaching average classes
in schools serving predominantly white, urban, middle to upper class
students. Classes were coded one hour a day for ten days beginning in
the seventh week of fall semester. Both quantitative and qualitative
group differences were observed, although the quantitative differences
were especially striking.
Highs initiated more comments and questions, received more response
opporttinities, called out more answers and eventually initiated more con¬
tacts, of all kinds with the teachers. Also, the teachers did little or
nothing to compensate for this. If anything, they were increasing the
group differences by allowing the highs to dominate their attention and
the classroom discussion.
Jones76 studied the interaction of sixteen student teachers with
selected students in seventh through tenth grade classrooms. The teachers
and students were all white. The school was located in an urban middle
74jere Brophy and Thomas Good, Teacher-Student Relationships: Causes
and Consequences (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1974), p. 125.
Good, J. Sikes, and J. Brophy, Effects of Teacher Sex, Student
Sex, and Student Achievement on Classroom Interaction.' Technical Report
No. 61, Center For Research in Social Behavior, University of Missouri
at Columbia, 1972.
76y. Jones, "The Influence of Teacher-Student Introversion, Achieve¬
ment, and Similarity on Teacher-Student Dyadic Classroom Interaction,"
(Doctoral Dissertation, University of Texas at Austin, 1971), p. 25.
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class community. Classes chosen for obS;ervation were either high or low
on measures of achievement orientation or introversion—extroversion.
Beginning in the sixth week of the fall semester, each teacher was ob¬
served for 500 minutes of interaction with students. Measures of
interaction were correlated with student achievement rankings to assess
the relationship with these variables. No qualitative measures corre¬
lated significantly with student achievement. However, most quantitative
measures did correlate significantly. High expectation students initiated
more contact opportunities and received more contacts of all kinds and
they also received more direct and more open questions.
Rubovits and Maehr77 in a follow-up study to the work by Rosenthal
attempted to identify the kind of teacher behavior which might eventuate
following the experimental manipulation of an expectancy and which could
affect the performance of students. Support was found for the "inter¬
action quality" hypothesis. Teachers did not differ in the amount of
attention given to allegedly "gifted" and "nongifted" students in a
microteaching situation. The pattern of attention and praise did differ.
However, in a replication of this study by Rubovits and Maehr were the
race of the students and teachers were studied relative to teacher
expectations, it was revealed that: (1) There was a significant
difference in quantity of instructional attention with white students
receiving far more attention from white teachers than black students^S;
77pamela C. Rubovits and Martin Maehr, "Pygmalion Analyzed: Toward
an Explanation of the Rosenthal-Jacobson Findings," Journal of Person¬
ality and Social Psychology 19 (February 1971): 197-203.
78pamela C. Rubovits and Martin L. Maehr, "Pygmalion Black and
White," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 25 (February 1973):
213.
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"Gifted" white students received more attention than "nongifted" white
students with a reverse tendency occurring in the case of black students79
(3) black students were given less attention, ignored more, praised less
and criticized more. In addition, the Race X Label interactions sug¬
gested that the "gifted" black student is given the least attention, is
the least praised, and the most criticized, even when comparing him to
his "nongifted" black counterpart.
These studies provide extensive documentation demonstrating that
teacher expectations are manifested in overt behavior toward students
in the classroom relative to quantity of instructional time. It has been
documented by many researchers that instructional time or "time on task"
has a direct influence on student achievement. Therefore, it is entirely
possible that a reduction of time on task by different students within the
same classroom leads to a reduction in student achievement. As Bloom,
a leading developer of mastery learning notes, if two students are in the
same classroom and one is actively engaged for 90 percent of the hour
while the other is engaged for only 30 percent of the same period, there
will be significant differences in their learning during that hour.^^
The Relationship Between Time
and Learning (Time On Task)
The direct relationship between achievement and active learning time
has become firmly established both for individuals and for groups of
students. Numerous studies have demonstrated that a consistent difference
79ibid., p. 214.
SQlbid., p. 217.
SlBenjamin Bloom, "The New Direction in Educational Research;
Alterable Variables," Phi Delta Kappan 61 (March 1980): 383.
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of just a few minutes in active learning time will show up clearly in
achievement differences between otherwise comparable classrooms
Studies done in learning for mastery show that, on the average, the
difference between mastery and non-mastery for a student needing correc¬
tive instruction is about an hour of extra instruction every two weeks:
This is the equivalent of six minutes per school day.83
Much of the research about instructional time and its relationship
to student achievement focuses on three instructional time measures:
allocated time, engaged time, and academic learning time.84 Allocated
time refers to the amount of time provided for instruction in a given
curricular area. Although allocated time determines the amount of time
that is available for instruction, it does not guarantee that time will
be used for learning. Engaged time refers to the amount of time that
students actually spend interacting, studying, and/or discussing a sub¬
ject or learning objectives within the allocated time-frame. It is, in
other words, the proportion of allocated time spent "on task".85 Academic
learning time (ALT) takes engaged time one step further by stating that
engaged time must be spent at an appropriate level of difficulty for
student success.86
®2wilbur B. Brookover, et al.. Creating Effective Schools: An
Inservice Program for Enhancing School Learning Climate and Achievement
(Holmes Beach, Florida: Learning Publications, In., (1982) p. 149.
^^Benjamin Bloom, Human Characteristics and School Learning
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1976) p. 35.
^'^Robert Shockley and J. Howard Johnston, "Time On Task:
Implications for Middle Level Instruction" Schools in the Middle;
A Report on Trends and Practices, National Association of Secondary
School Principals (December 1983): p. 1.
85charles Fisher et al., "Improving Teaching by Increasing Academic
Learning Time," Educational Leadership 25 (October 1979): 52.
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Early studies which attempted to discover the relationship between
time and student achievement concentrated on allocated instructional time:
length of the school day and instructional periods. Hamischfeger and
Wiley found that the length of the school day in the same district varied
by 45 minutes for two second grade classrooms. However, the time spent
in class was slight.®^ First grade classrooms in the National Follow
Through Observation Study varied as much as one hour and thirty minutes
in length of school day.88 Secondary class periods for remedial instruc¬
tion varied from 45-55 minutes.89 These studies concluded that the mere
length of the school day was not related to student achievement. Recently,
however, it has been determined that only observations of classroom
activities by an objective observer seem to give valid measures of time
usage. Studies recording actual engaged time and time-on-task have
consistently found that the greater the time-on-task, the greater the
level of achievement.^9
86Jane Stallings, "Allocated Academic Learning Time Revisited, or
Beyond Time On Task," Education Researcher 35 (October 1980): p. 11.
87Annegret Hamischfeger and Davis Wiley, "Classroom Control:
Room and Time for Improvement," Educational Technology 15 (May 1978) :
p. 27-29.
88Jane Stallings, "Iiiq)lementation and Child Effects of Teaching
Practices in Follow Through Classrooms," Monographs of the Society for
Research in Child Development, 1975, 40 (Serial No. 163).
89Jane Stallings et al.. The Teaching of Basic Reading Skills in
Secondary Schools Phase II and Phase III (Mento Park, California:
SRI International, 1979), p. 110.
90Brookover, et a.. Creating Effective Schools: An Inservice
Program For Enhancing School Climate and Achievement, p. 153.
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Bell and Davidson^l observed twenty-three teachers of grades four,
five, and six for four days and recorded the percentage of time that
462 students were kept on task. Achievement was measured by the scores
made on teacher prepared tests on the units being studied during the
observed time. Correlations were run between time on task and test
scores, and these averaged .25 across the twenty-three classes; the range
was -.14 to +.67. Students* I.Q. was partialled out to give an average
partial correlation of .21 with a range of -.12 to +.64.
Bennett,92 in a comparison of teaching styles in elementary schools
in Britain cited the time spent in actual learning activities as an
important reason for the different performance of students in "formal" and
"informal" classrooms. He found that students in "formal" classes learned
more and also spent more time working. In reading, mathematics, and
English, high achievers spent 21 percent, 23 percent, and 17 percent more
time, respectively, in work activity than did low achievers.
Cobb95 observed 102 fourth graders in five classrooms in two middle
schools during arithmetic periods. The observational data consisted of
thirteen categories of on-and-off task behaviors coded repeatedly over
nine days. Reliability checks showed that observers were in 85 percent
agreement in coding the behaviors. The proportion of times the pupil
was coded in the various categories was tested in a regression equation
91m. L. Bell and C. W. Davidson, "Relationships Between Pupil on
Task Performance and Pupil Achievement," The Journal of Educational
Research 69 (January 1976): 170-176.
92n. Bennett, Teaching Styles and Pupil Progress (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1976), p. 22.
A. Cobb, "Relationship of Discreet Classroom Behaviors to
Fourth-Grade Academic Achievement," Journal of Educational Psychology
63 (February 1972): 74-80.
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to predict achievement in arithmetic. The proportion the pupil was
attending was the best predictor with an r of .40 at one school and .48
at the other. Other on an off task variables also were predictive so
that multiple r's of .69 and .63 were shown in the study.
Hendrickson^'^ observed the proportion of time devoted to instruc¬
tion as opposed to other activities during a reading period. His observers
coded on-and-off-task behaviors during four reading periods in a random
sample of second, fourth, and sixth grade classes from thirty-four
schools in Eugene, Oregon. Teachers were engaged in direct reading in¬
struction 76 percent of the reading period. Students were on task
89 percent of the period. Hendrickson reported that when sixth grade
reading achievement scores were predicted from fourth grade scores the
differences were related to the amount of direct instruction (r=.51).
That is, the proportion of student, by school, who scored better than
predicted was correlated with the percent of time that teachers were
observed to be in direct instruction.
Arlin and Roth^^ observed forty-two third graders, over a ten week
period. Each pupil was observed in school while reading books or comics
during a daily free reading session. Time-on-task and time-on-reading
were each tabulated and then correlated with gain in reading comprehension
over the interim. Time-on-task, which consisted of the actual amount of
time spent with the reading material whether reading or not correlated
Hendrickson, "The First 'R'", Paper presented at the AERA in
San Francisco, April 1979.
Artin and G. Roth, "Pupils Use of Time While Reading Comics
and Books," American Educational Research Journal 15 (Spring 1978):
201-216.
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with gain .19 for comics and .15 for books. Time-on-reading, which was
the amount of reading observable from eye movement, head movement, lip
movement, pointing to words, saying the words and so on, correlated .25
with gain for books and .50 with comics.
Bloom^^ summarized a series of studies in which some measure of
time-on-task during an instruction period was tested for its relationship
to achievement or achievement gain. Five studies in this summary showed
a positive correlation between participation and achievement ranging from
.21 to .63. Seven other studies in the summary showed correlations rang¬
ing from .26 to .87 for time and gain in achievement. The mean correla¬
tion for both sets of studies was approximately .49. Bloom concluded that
about 20 percent of the variation in achievement or gain in students is
accounted for by participation measures (time-on-task). He suggested
further that quality of instruction, which affects time-on-task, is also
linked to achievement.
Fisher et al^^ reported that students whose teachers maximized
academic learning time, a combination of allocated time, student engage¬
ment time, and student success on task, achieved at a higher rate than
those teachers who did not. They observed that in two different classes
which allocated the same amount of time to reading, one class had
students engaged in reading 50 percent of the allocated time and in one
class, the engagement rate approached 90 percent.
^^Bloom, Human Characteristics and School Learning, p. 85.
^^Charles Fisher, R. Marliane, and N. Filby, "Improving Teaching by
Increasing 'Academic Learning Time'", Educational Leadership 30 (October
1979): 52-55.
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Frederick et made observations of time usage and teacher state
ments in twenty-six high schools in Chicago. The measures of time were
combined into one variable that was then tested for its association to
the achievement scores of the eleventh grade class. The correlation
showed that schools with higher reading achievement had a lower amoiant
of time lost. Regression models showed that better use of time and more
use of positive comments were associated with an increase in achievement.
Fisher et al^^ reported that students of effective teachers learn
more than other students in part because they are given more opportunity
to learn. Effective teachers allocate most of their available time to
instruction, and they organize and manage their classrooms to insure
that the time is actually spent in this fashion. Thus, the students of
effective teachers spend many more hours on academic tasks each year
than do students of ineffective teachers. Sometimes, the annual differ¬
ence amounts to several hundred hours.
These studies consistently reveal that here is a positive correla¬
tion between student engaged time (time-on-task) and student achievement.
C. Frederick, H. J. Walberg, and S. P. Rasher, "Time, Teacher
Comments, and Achievement in Urban High Schools," The Journal of
Educational Research 25 (January 1978): 62-65.
99Fisher et., "Improving Teaching By Increasing Academic Learning
Time," p. 53.
CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Subjects
This research was conducted in two secondary school serving a
predominantly black student population in a large suburban school
district. The socioeconomic status of the students ranged from middle
class to lower class. Seventy percent of the student pupulation of the
two schools participate in the free/reduced meal program. The professional
staff of the schools has a racial composition of seventy percent white
and thirty percent black. Five teachers (all white) and sixty students
(all black) from each school were selected for study. All students
selected were in the eighth grade. The total number of subjects studied
included ten teachers and 120 students.
Table 3.1 shows the chi square distribution of the students studied.
There was no significant distribution in the niomber of males and females
chosen for study. No attempt was made by the researcher to control sex.
Students were chosen for the study based on the perceived achievement
rankings of the teachers.
There was also no significant difference in the students chosen
from the two schools. Five teachers and 60 students were chosen from
each school.
The chi square distribution of students* family structure was
significant. The majority of students studied came from families where




CHI-SQUARE DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE
(n=120)
Variables Category Frequency x^
(1) Sex Male 54 1.200
Female 66
(2) School A 60 0.000
B 60
(3) Family Single Parent 56 57.650
Both Parents 63
Error 1
(4) Number of Days




More than 15 4
(5) Expectation High 60 0.000
Low 60
A wide range was detected in the number of days absent within the
student population studied with a significant chi square of 70.750.
Days absent ranged from zero to more than 15.
No significance was detected in the division of students between
the high and low expectation groups.
Procedure
The teachers selected for study were asked to rank students in their
classrooms in the order of their achievement. These instructions were
kept deliberately vague to encourage the teachers to use complex subjec¬
tive criteria in making their judgments. The rankings were then used as a
measure of the teacher's expectations for classroom perfonnance for the
38
students in their classes. In each class, six students high on the
teacher’s list and six students low on the teacher's list were selected
for observational study. Substitutes for each type of child (high and
low) were selected to be included in the sample on days when children in
the designated sample were absent.
The teachers were told that the study concerned the classroom be¬
havior of students of various level of achievement. They were not in¬
formed that their own behavior as well as that of the students was being
observed. Furthermore, the teachers were not told that observations were
being conducted on specific subgroups but rather on all of the students in
the classroom.
By selecting subjects from the extremes of teacher rankings, the
chances of discovering differential treatment of students is maximized.
However, the schools selected for study attempt to achieve homogeneity
within academic classes by grouping students according to achievement
test scores. Thus, at least in terms of test scores, objective differences
among the students and therefore, objective support for ^he validity of
teacher expectations was minimized.
Instrumentation
Since the object of this research was to focus on differential treat¬
ment of students, the observation system selected was the Brophy-Good
Dyadic Interaction Analysis System. The Brophy-Good System addresses
only dyadic constructs between the teacher and an individual student,
with lecture, demonstrations and other teacher behavior directed to the
class as a group being ignored.
The system is designed so that 11 dyadic contacts between a teacher
and an individual student are recorded. Special emphasis is given to
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contacts involving school related work, since these seem most relevant to
the communication of achievement expectations. Five types of dyadic con¬
tacts are distinguished: (1) public response opportunities in which the
student attempts to answer a question posed by the teacher; (2) reading
turns in which the student reads aloud from a primer or reader; (3) pri¬
vate work related contacts which concern the student's homework or seat-
work; (4) private procedural interactions which concern supplies, food or
drink, washroom trips, errands for the teacher, or other matters not
directly related to classwork; and (5) behavioral evaluations in which a
teacher singles out a student for praise or criticism of his classroom
behavior. Each type of interaction is coded as it occurs, with contacts
initiated by the teacher being recorded separately from those initiated
by the student. Teacher praise and criticism in each type of contact are
also coded whenever they occur. For the purposes of this study, reading
turns and private procedural interactions were not coded since they
relate more to elementary school classroom procedures than to secondary
school.
The sequence of events is preserved in coding public response oppor¬
tunities that occur when a student is called on to respond to a question
or when a student calls out an answer and received feedback from the
teacher. Called out answers which are ignored by the teacher are not
coded. Thus public response opportunities are classified into three
types: open questions, in which the teacher poses the question, waits
for students to raise their hands, and then calls on a student with his
hand up; direct questions, in which the teacher calls on a student who
has not indicated a desire to respond (the teacher names the student be¬
fore asking the question or calls on a student who does not have his
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hand up); and call outs, in which a student calls out an answer before
the teacher has a chance to call on someone. Direct questions are the
most clearly teacher-initiated response opportunities; open questions
involve initiative both by the teacher and the student; and call outs are
determined almost completely by the student (although the teacher must
give a feedback response rather than ignore the student).
The level of response demand built into teacher questions is also
coded. Five types of questions are identified: process questions, which
require the student to give detailed explanations or to explain the think¬
ing and problem solving that imderlies an answer; Product questions,
which require the student to provide a short factual answer or bit of
information from memory; choice questions, which require the student to
select from among response alternatives provided by the teacher or by a
worksheet; opinion questions, which require the student to make a pre¬
diction or give an opinion regarding some curriculum-relevant matter;
and self reference questions, which concern the student’s personal
experiences, likes and dislikes, or other personal matters. From the view
point of the level or demand made upon the student, process questions are
usually the most difficult, followed in order by the other types of ques¬
tions as listed above.
In addition to coding the type and difficulty level of response
opportunities, observers also code the quality of the student's response
(coded as correct, part correct, incorrect, or no response) and the types
of feedback reactions given by the teachers, Teacher feedback reactions
include praising, criticizing, giving the answer, giving more intensive
process feedback, calling on someone else to give the answer, repeating
the question, rephrasing the question or giving a clue, asking a new
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question and failing to give any feedback at all. These question-answer-
feedback sequences of response opportunities are recorded in the order in
which they occur, so that their sequence as well as their frequency can
be determined from the coding sheets.
In addition to praise, criticism, and failure to give feedback, the
process-product distinction is also used in coding teacher responses
during private work-related interactions. If a teacher merely tells the
student that his work is correct or incorrect, or if he merely gives
the student an answer, he is coded for simple product feedback. However,
if he takes time to explain the process by which the student can arrive
at the correct answer or to explain the nature of an error that the
student has made, he is coded for process feedback. This distinction is
useful in assessing the degree to which teachers work with individual
students when they are having difficulties. High rates of process feed¬
back indicate that the teacher is working with the student, trying to
help him learn the material. In contrast, low rates of process feedback
imply that the teacher is simply giving the student the answers rather
than taking time to work with him until he clearly understand? the concept
or task.
Observers
Two observers both condidates for the Ed.D. degree, were trained in
the use of the Brophy-Good System. Because of the complexity of the
system, a two week training period, as recommended by the authors of the
instrument, was necessary before sufficient intercoder reliability could
be established. The following training schedule was followed:
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1. Each observer was given a copy of Teacher-Child Dyadic
Interaction: A Manual For Coding Classroom Behavior.
They were then given two days to study the manual and
become familiar with the concepts necessary for its use.
2. Each coder wrote out specific examples for each of the
coding categories and discussed them with the investigator.
3. Each coder then wrote out examples of question and answer
sequences. These were then exchanged and coded. A dis¬
cussion with the investigator followed this exercise.
4. Coders then observed ten fifty-five minute class sessions
conducted by selected teachers in a secondary school which
was not selected for study. Initially, coders concentrated
only on applying the coding distinctions in the system
without attempting to record identification niombers of the
students.
5. As coders became more familiar with the system, they began
to identify students by numbers as they coded interactions.
A seating chart locating all of the students in the room
by number was provided for quick reference during this
phase of training.
6. Immediately upon completion of each hour of observation,
coders met with the investigator to compare and discuss
the results of the coding. Practice continued until
intercoder reliability reached eighty (80) percent. This
percentage was reached upon ten hours of observations.
7. The percentage of agreement was determined by the ratio of
exact agreement plus omissions (one coder coded an inter¬
action that the other did not) plus disagreements (both
coders coded an interaction but disagreed on the coding).
In determining agreement on type of response opportvinity,
for instance, the denominator of the ratio was defined
by the sum of all response opportunities but not by coder
A plus all response opportunities which were coded by
coder B but not by coder A. This aggregate could be
divided into four subtotals: (a) cases where both coders
coded a response opportunity and also agreed on the coding
relative to the type of response opportunity; (b) cases
where both coders coded a response opportunity but disa¬
greed on the type of response opportunity involved;
(c) cases where only coder A coded; (b) cases where only
coder B coded. Only instances of the first type (both
coders coded the response opportunity and agreed on the
type of response opportunity involved) are considered to
be agreements.
lOOjere E. Brophy and Thomas L. Good, Teacher-Child Dyadic Inter¬
action: A Manual For Coding Classroom Behavior, (Austin, Texas: The
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education; The University of
Texas at Austin, 1969).
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Data Collection Procedures
After intercoder reliability was established, observations were con¬
ducted during five subsequent fifty-five minute class sessions for each
of the ten teachers studied. Data were recorded by the two trained
observers seated on opposite ends of the classroom. During each obser¬
vation, one observer coded observations of the six students in the high
expectation group and the other coded observations of the six students in
the low expectation group. Each observers' assignments were balanced
between the high and low groups to eliminate the possibility that any
obtained differences between expectancy groups could be attributed to
observer differences.
Data for each student was retrieved from the observation sheets and
recorded. In addition, after observations were completed, each student
was interviewed and demographic data were recorded (Appendix D). Achieve¬
ment test scores were obtained from school records. Final academic
grades, conduct grades, and attendance were obtained from grade reports
at the end of the grading period.
Data Computerization Process
Frequency counts which were recorded for each student were then
placed in a matrix containing the student identification number as well









9. Occupation mother10.Achievement test results
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11. Final academic grade
12. Final conduct grade
13. Number of days absent
14. Total number of times student was called on
15. Total number of product questions
16. Total number of process questions
17. Total number of discipline questions
18. Student response right
19. Student response wrong
20. Student response partially correct
21. Terminal feedback—negate wrong
22. Terminal feedback—affirm right
23. Sustaining feedback—repeat question
24. Sustaining feedback—rephrase or clue
25. Sustaining feedback—ask new question
26. Gives answer
27. Discuss answer
28. Praise following correct answer
29. Criticism following incorrect answer
30. Seatwork interactions afforded
31. Seatwork interactions created
32. Behavior interactions during seatwork
The scale included in Appendix E was used to tabulate the data.
Following this procedure, data were keyed into the computer and analyses
were performed using the Statistical Package For The Social Sciences
(SPSS-X).
Analysis of Data
1. Pearson Product Moment Coefficients were calculated in order to
determine the degree of relationship between each of the thirty
two variables. Correlations were determined to be significant
at the .01 level.
2. Factor analysis was performed in order to reduce the large
number of original variables to a few conceptually meaningful
relatively independent factors.
3. Cross tabulation and the chi square test were performed using
expectation by the new variables created as a result of factor
analysis.
4. Cross tabulation and the chi square test were performed using
achievement by the new variables created as a result of factor
analysis.
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5. Regression analysis was performed using expectation as the
dependent variable and the new variables created as a result
of factor analysis as independent variables. This analysis
determined the contribution of each variable to the formation
of teacher expectations.
6. Regression analysis was performed using student achievement as
the dependent variable and the new variables created as a result
of factor analysis as independent variables. This analysis
determined the contribution of each variable to student achieve¬
ment.
Debriefing of Participants
In order to record accurate data, it was necessary that all partici¬
pants not be given full explanations of the purposes of this study prior
to the observations. However, in order to adhere to ethical considera¬
tions of using human subjects for research without their consent, teachers
involved in this study were debriefed at its conclusion.
CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA
The conceptual frcimework presented in Chapter I contains within it
several hypotheses. These include (1) A significant relationship exists
between the expectation which a teacher holds for a student and the type
of treatment which the student receives within the classroom; (2) The
expectations which are developed for different students are based on a
variety of subjective factors that are more indicative of characteristics
commonly associated with social class orientation than innate ability;
(3) In the secondary school, teacher expectations are revealed through
both quantitative and qualitative differences directed toward individual
students. The quantitative differences, i.e. student academic engaged
time, is a more profound revelation of the different treatment afforded
students than are the qualitative differences, i.e. praise, criticism,
etc.; (4) The quantitative differences may provide one explanation for the
lack of academic achievement in the public schools by poor and minority
youth.
The correlation matrix (Table 4.1) reveals a number of correlations
which are significant at the .01 level. Each of these correlations are
discussed in terms of their relationship to the conceptual framework and














































































































































































































Teacher expectation was moderately correlated with all of the demo¬
graphic variables which are commonly associated with social class orien¬
tation.
These correlations included family structure (single parent or
both parents present) .24954, free/reduced lunch .39423, education father
.26301, education mother .43988, occupation father .26301, occupation
mother .50223.
It was stated in the conceptual framework that teacher expectations
for individual students are influenced by perceived social class. The
proceeding correlations confirm this hypothesis. The strongest relation¬
ship existed between teacher expectations and the educational level and the
occupation of the student's mother. It is likely that teachers are more
inclined to be aware of both the educational level and the occupation of a
student's mother than those of the father since teachers interact with the
mothers of their students much more frequently than with the fathers. The
next strongest relationship existed between teacher expectations and the
student's participation in the free/reduced.lunch program. Again, teachers
were likely to be aware of this information since it is a matter of school
record and teachers were often involved in distributing the cards which
identify those students who participated in the program.
There was a high correlation between teacher expectation and academic
grade .81870. It was continuously stated both in the conceptual frame¬
work as well as in the review of related literature in Chapter II that
teacher expectations directly influence student academic achievement.
Student academic grades are the most commonly accepted indicator of
achievement along with standardized test scores, which also had a moderate
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correlation with expectation .42550. These findings support the hypo¬
thesis concerning the relationship between teacher expectations and
student achievement.
Teacher expectations also correlated significantly with several
quantitative variables within the classroom. These included the number
of questions asked .64696, number of product questions .52810, number
or process questions .65288, teacher repeats question .25563, teacher
rephrases question or provides clue .43857, teacher discusses answer with
student .36749.
The main thrust of the conceptual framework upon which this study
was based and the hypotheses contained within the framework concerned
the quantitative differences relative to instructional interactions
between students and teachers influenced by the expectation which the
teacher holds for the student, i.e. those students for whom high expecta¬
tions are held receive more instructional interactions with the teacher,
and those interactions are more prolonged as compared to those students
for whom low expectations are held. The preceeding correlations confirm
this hypothesis. The high relationship between the total number of
instructionally related questions and teacher expectations demonstrates
quantitatively the differences in instructional time afforded to students
within the classroom based on the teacher's expectation of their ability
to perform. Closely related to the total number of questions, was the
number of process questions. Process questions require higher levels
of cognitive performance by the student and require longer amounts of time
to answer. Process questions are also more likely to be followed up by
an extended discussion with the teacher. The coefficient of correlation
was even higher here than for total number of questions. This clearly
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shows that students were treated differently not only by the total number
of instructional interactions with the teacher but also in the nature of
those interactions as well.
The relationship between teacher expectation and product questions,
which require shorter answers and lower cognitive functions than do pro¬
cess questions, was not as strong. Yet the correlation is moderately
significant and further demonstrates the different instructional treatment
afforded students based on teacher expectations.
Table 4.1 further reveals that teacher expectation influences
whether or not the teacher will repeat the question if the student does
not immediately answer; if the student is given a clue if he answers
incorrectly, and whether or not the answer, correct or incorrect, will be
further discussed with the student. Even though these correlations were
not as strong as the three discussed previously, they nevertheless revealed
factors which lead to higher levels of student academic engaged time for
students for whom high expectations were held as compared to those for
whom low e^ectations were held.
Teacher expectations also had a relationship to the interactions
between students and teachers during assigned seatwork. Teacher expecta¬
tion correlated with students who seek the teacher's help during seatwork
.23809. Therefore, those students who were called on to answer questions
more often by teachers also tended to seek the teacher's assistance more
« -
often, thus increasing their instructional interactions with the teacher.
On the other hand, there was a negative correlation between teacher
expectations and behavior interactions during seatwork -.28096. Those
students for whom low expectations were held were more likely to experience
discipline related student-teacher interactions during periods of assigned
seatwork.
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Table 4.1 also revealed that differences existed relative to the
qualitative interactions between teachers and high and low expectation
students. Praise correlated with teacher expectations .66319. On the
other hand, criticism correlated negatively with expectation -.20810.
This showed that high expectation students were more likely to receive
praise as a result of their interactions with teachers whereas low
expectation students were more likely to experience criticism as a result
of their interactions with the teacher.
Several conclusions may be drawn as a result of the variables which
correlated significantly with teacher expectations. These include.
1. Students differed in the types of interactions they
experienced with the teacher in the classroom depending
on the expectation which the teacher held for them.
2. These expectations had a relationship to student
characteristics commonly associated with socioeconomic
status.
3. In this study, these differences were manifested more
frequently in quantitative measures. However, qualita¬
tive measures were revealed as well.
4. In all cases, students for whom teachers held high
expectations experienced more instructionally oriented
teacher-student interactions leading to more academic
engaged time.
Family Structure
The family structure of the students studies correlated with
several other demographic variables including free/reduced lunch .53630,
education of father .36190, education of mother .37408, occupation of
father .47231, and occupation of mother .40990. Family structure also
had a slight correlation to total number of questions asked .27908 and
rephrase question or clue when the answer is not immediately given by the
student .32490. Since family also showed a significant correlation to
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expectation, it follows that teacher expectation was related to the vari¬
ables that are taken as a measure of socioeconomic status. Family struc¬
ture also showed a slight correlation to final academic grade in course
.33205, conduct grade .26349, and achievement test results .33205.
Free/Reduced Lunch
Free/reduced lunch participation by the student correlated signifi¬
cantly with education father .50566, education mother .64624, occupation
of father .55944, and occupation of mother .62783. This relationship
was expected since participation in this program depends upon the annual
income of the family. Free/reduced lunch also correlated with total
number of questions asked .26415, and number of process questions asked
.21186. Since participation in the free/reduced lunch program also
correlated with teacher expectations .39423, this suggests, again, that
quantitative instructional interactions between the student and teacher
were influenced by the socioeconomic status of the student.
Educational Level of Parents
The educational level of the parents was strongly related to the
occupation of the parents .82682 for father and .84865 for mother. These
results are not surprising since educational attainment usually determines
occupation, especially for blacks. However, a further relationship be¬
tween the occupation of the parents and the types of interactions which the
child experiences with the teacher was also suggested. The total number of
questions .25134, number of responses right .21916, affirmation right by
the teacher .24034, and praise .22073 were related to the educational
level of the father. The total ntunber of new questions asked after a
response right or wrong .33787, total number of process questions .33728,
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response right .20831, rephrase or clue in failure situations .29784,
instructional opportunities afforded by the teacher during assigned
seatwork .27677, and praise .31560 were related to the educational level
of the mother. The results also showed that teacher expectation was
related to educational level of the parents. Therefore, these results
further revealed that a relationship existed between the socioeconomic
status of the student and the expectation which the teacher develops.
This further influenced the type of interations experienced by the
student with the teacher both in terms of quantity of instruction and
quality of interactions.
The education of both the father .44930 and the mother .59075
correlated to the academic grade received by the child. Therefore, the
child who experienced the type of positive interactions related to
higher educational attainment by the parents was likely to experience
higher academic achievement.
Occupation of Parents
The occupation of parents, just as the educational level of parents,
was also related to the types of interactions experienced by the student
in the classroom. Occupation of the father correlated with total nixmber
of questions asked .33787, product questions .28054, process questions
.21189, response right .33158, affirmation right by the teacher .32599,
repeat question .24035, rephrase/clue .28766, discuss answer .20294, and
praise .33101. Occupation of the mother correlated with total number of
questions asked .45940, product questions .33655, process questions .37196,
response right .30064, response partially correct .41188, affirmation right
by the teacher .28437, repeat question .23523, rephrase/clue .36275, dis¬
cuss answer .27287, seatwork interactions afforded by the teacher .22842,
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seatwork interactions created by the student .29853 and praise .36372,
These results also accentuated the different instructional treatment
experienced by students within the classroom. Those students whose
parents held occupations high in status and financial potential received
more favorable instructional treatment. Since parental occupation was
also related to teacher expectation, these results further suggested that
teacher expectation was related to student socioeconomic status. Thus,
those students for whom the teacher held low expectations experienced
treatment that does not foster intellectual growth and development.
Significant correlations were also attained with occupation of
father .50139 and occupation of mother .62113 and academic grade. Taken
collectively with the other findings discussed in this section, it becomes
apparent that teacher expectation had a direct link to educational
achievement. This relationship may be carried one step further by the
correlation between occupation of father .41587 and occupation of mother
.46591 with achievement test results.
Achievement Test Results
Achievement test results correlated significantly with total number
of questions .36561, product questions .23936, process questions .36744,
response right .30778, response partially correct .34281, rephrase/clue
.32167, discuss answer .24822, praise .24788, and instructional inter¬
actions during seatwork .23309. These findings are significant in that
they revealed that those students who are more in need of additional help
as a result of below grade level performance on standardized tests actually
received less. Standardized test results should be used to determine the
areas of academic strength and weakness of a student so that instruction
can concentrate on improving the areas of weakness. This was not the case.
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however with the student studied. Those students whose test results
revealed satisfactory academic performance according to their grade level
actually received more instructional related interactions than those whose
results revealed below grade level performance
Academic Grade
Academic grade correlated significantly with total number of
questions .54371, product questions .41420, process questions .60624,
response right .54799, response partially correct .42843, affirm right
.52971, repeat questions .21342, rephrase/clue .37910, discuss answer
.36719, praise .53285, criticism -.25094, behavior interactions during
assigned seatwork -.27547. Those students who received the greatest
number of instructionally related interactions also received the highest
grades. Since each of these factors also correlated significantly with
teacher expectation, support was provided for the self fulfilling prophecy
hypothesis, i.e. those students for whom high expectations are held
receive more of the type of treatment, in this case both quantitatively
%
and qualitatively, to ensure that they achieve according to the teacher’s
e:q)ectation.
Criticiam and behavior related interactions during seatwork both
resulted in a negative correlation. This finding is consistent with the
hypotheses proposed in Chapter I, i.e. those students for whom teachers
hold high expectations receive less criticism and behavior oriented
interactions than those students for whom low expectations are held.
Conduct Grade
Conduct grade represents a subjective evaluation by the teacher of
the student's behavior during class. Conduct grade correlated
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significantly with total number of questions .41999, product questions
.39822, process questions .33197, response partially correct .23694,
affirmation by the teacher that the answer is correct .39745, teacher
discusses answer with student .26900, praise .42956, criticism -.22747,
an behavior interactions during seatwork -.41057. Since conduct grade
also correlated significantly with teacher expectation .48030, these
findings revealed that students for whom high expectations were held
received more favorable appraisals of their classroom behavior than
those for whom low expectations were held. These students also received
more favorabe interactions both in terms of quality and quantity.
Again, support is revealed for the self fulfilling prophecy hypothesis.
Both criticism and behavior interactions during seatwork correlated
negatively with conduct grade as they did with academic grade. The
higher the expectation the lower the criticism and behavior related
interactions.
Total Number of Questions Asked
Total number of questions asked correlated significantly with
product questions .86462, process questions .59070, response right
.86100, response partially correct .50987, affirm right .70849, repeat
question .27352, rephrase/clue .51644, discuss answer .47273, praise
.73899, seatwork interactions created by the student .33708, and be¬
havior interactions during seatwork -.25155. These findings revealed
that students who were asked a large number of questions are also the
ones who were praised for providing the correct answer. In addition
these same students received clues from the teacher if they did not













































































































































































































was more likely to discuss the answer with the child. These same students
were more likely to seek the teacher's help during assigned seatwork.
Number of questions also correlated highly with teacher expectation .64696
as well as with the variables used as a measure of socioeconomic status.
Teacher expectation was thus seen as having an influence on the quantity
of instructionally related interactions, which the teacher had with the
students. Additionally, the expectations which influenced the quantity
of these interactions, were influenced by socioeconomic status of the
student. Again, behavior interactions during seatwork had a negative
correlation with variables which represented instructionally related inter
actions. Those students who received the greatest number of instruc¬
tionally related questions received a smaller number of behavior interac¬
tions during a seatwork.
Product questions
The niiiiiber of product questions asked of students correlated
significantly with process questions .43260, response right .85212,
response wrong .26139, response partially correct .44073, affirm right
.76572, repeat question .29957, rephrase/clue .35890, discuss answer
.32925, praise .73762, and behavior interactions during seatwork -.21569.
These results were essentially the same as those in the proceeding sec¬
tion and may be interpreted accordingly. Those students who received the
greatest quantity of instructionally related interactions with the
teacher were the same students who were likely to answer correctly,
receive praise from the teacher, receive additional instructionally
related interactions and receive few discipline related interactions.
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Process Questions
The number of process questions asked of students correlated signi¬
ficantly with response right .52373, response partially correct .46225,
affirm right .48358, repeat question .26727, rephrase/clue .39086, new
question .25650, discuss answer .38026, praise .50618, seatwork inter¬
actions afforded by the teacher .21207, and behavior interactions during
seatwork -.22621. Again, these results were essentially the same as
those for total number of questions. The relationship between process
questions and teacher expectation .65288, however was stronger than the
relationship between both expectation and total number of question.asked
.64696 and nvimber of product questions .52810. These results revealed
that not only did teacher expectation influence the total quantity of
instructional interactions but also the quality of the instructional
interactions as well. Students from whom high expectations were held were
more likely to receive process questions which not only require higher
levels of cognitive function to answer but also require more time to
answer as well providing an answer which was elaborated upon by the
teacher. This, of course, lead to more academic engaged time for the
high expectation student as compared to the low expectation student.
Response Right
Response right correlated significantly with response partially
correct .47258, affirm right .86072, repeat question .28032, rephrase/
clue .44879, discuss answer .43287, praise .73397, and behavior inter¬
actions during seatwork -.24765. These results continued to reveal
the favorable treatment afforded students for whomhigh expectations were











































































































V2 SEX .00528 -.06595
V3 EXPECTATION .23809 -.28096
V4 SCHOOL .02570 .05670
V5 FAMILY .05970 -.13443
V6 FREE LUNCH .11438 -.02991
V7 EDUCATION FATHER .10378 -.03271
V8 EDUCATION MOTHER .17935 -.01070
V9 OCCUPATION FATHER .15115 -.01172
VlO OCCUPATION MOTHER .29853 -.14215
Vll TEST RESULTS .03249 -.00407
V12 ACADEMIC GRADE .20156 -.27547
V13 CONDUCT GRADE .04780 -.41057
V14 DAYS ABSENT -.14172 .07095
V15 NO. QUESTIONS ASKED .33708 -.25155
V16 PRODUCT QUESTION .17568 -.21569
V17 DISCIPLINE QUESTIONS -.06242 .36340
V18 PROCESS QUESTIONS .20356 -.22621
V19 RESPONSE RIGHT .11263 -.24765
V20 RESPONSE WRONG .07337 .22670
V21 RESPONSE PART. CORR .09664 -.16497
V22 NEGATIVE WRONG .08771 .12596
V23 AFFIRM RIGHT .08875 -.23361
V24 REPEAT QUESTIONS .06523 -.05911
V25 REPHRASE CLUE .26717 -.14018
V26 NEW QUESTIONS -.03538 -.09106
V27 GIVES ANSWER .07180 -.06360
V28 DOSCISS AMSWER .35636 -.13100
V29 PRAISE .21694 -.25436
V30 CRITICISM .01886 .36770
V31 SEATWORK AFFORD .23402 -.12487
V32 SEATWORK CREAT. 1.00000 .10951
V33 BEHAVIOR INTER. .10951 1.00000
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have the teacher affirm that the answer was correct, discuss the answer
further with them, and praise them for providing the correct answer.
Correct answers to questions correlated with teacher expectation .66388.
Furthermore, those students who answered correctly were less likely to
experience discipline related interactions during seatwork.
On the other hand, response wrong correlated significantly with
student receiving negative feedback from the teacher .48769, repeat
question .33334, criticism .63012, and discipline interactions during
seatwork .22670. Those students who answered incorrectly were more
likely to receive negative feedback, receive criticism, and experience
discipline related interactions during seatwork. In addition, when an
incorrect answer was given, the teacher was more likely to simply give
the correct answer rather than allowing the student the opportunity to
answer correctly by providing a clue or rephrasing the question. Also,
when the student was simply given the answer without a corresponding
explanation, it was less likely that the student gained an understanding
of the concept. This was another example of reduced academic engaged
time for students who were included in the low expectation group.
Results of Factor Analysis
Factor analysis is a multivariate statistical procedure that is
designed to explain the relationships between several difficult to in¬
terpret correlated variables in terms of a few conceptually meaningful,
relatively independent factors. Variables are loaded, or grouped, into
factors based on ordered relationships. In other words, factor loadings
describe the correlations between the factors emerging from a factor
analysis and the original variables in the construction of the factors.
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The loadings associated with a given factor analytic solution are repre¬
sented by a matrix, where the numbers in each column are the correlations
of a specific factor with the original variables. The primary use of
this matrix is to pinpoint those variables that are "highly loaded"
(highly correlated) with a given factor, so that the factor can be con¬
ceptually interpreted.
The present study began with thirty three variables (represented in
Table 4.1 hypothesized to be highly correlated. The results of the fac¬
tor analysis revealed that the original variables could be grouped into
nine relatively independent factors. The variables with the highest cor¬
relation coefficient within each factor are those that are most highly
correlated. Conceptually, these variables were interpreted as represen¬
tations of one independent factor.
In Factor 1, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 3 Expectation Group (high lor low)
(b) Variable 15 Number of times a student was called on
(c) Variable 16 Number of product questions asked of a student
(d) Variable 18 Number of process questions asked of a student
(e) Variable 19 Number of correct responses by the student
(f) Variable 23 Number of times the teacher affirmed the anwer
to be correct
(g) Variable 29 Number of times the student was praised for
providing the correct answer
The basic theoretical framework, presented in Chapter I, upon which
this study was based hypothesized that students attending public schools
are subject to differential treatment by the formal representatives of
the institution. This differential treatment is most accutely manifested
by teachers within the classroom. Further, this differential treatment
is based on subjectively formed expectations of the students* ability to
achieve academically. It was further hypothesized that differential




FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4
V2 SEX -.06006 -.22128 -.03170 -.03124
V3 EXPECTATION | .63410 .43645 -.18344 .17957
V4 SCHOOL -.03458 .15068 .04859 .06013
V5 FAMILY .08451 .53618 -.00981 -.03314
V6 FREE LUNCH .14766 .76992 .06593 .04239
V7 EDUCATION FATHER .10896 .74841 .00602 .02150
V8 EDUCATION MOTHER .08970 .86068 -.01248 .04765
V9 OCCUPATION FATHER .21473 .74731 -.00345 .04980
VIO OCCUPATION MOTHER .19704 .77354 -.07181 .11595
Vll TEST RESULTS .18132 .57626 .00367 -.01477
V12 ACADEMIC GRADE .46397 . 64656 -.19835 .06295
V13 CONDUCT GRADE .38727 .32008 HHiliHI1 .15069
V14 DAYS ABSENT -.40995 -.11074 .02209
V15 NO. QUESTIONS ASKED |WiHSHil1 .20870 -.05328 .14027
V16 PRODUCT QUESTIONS | .88941 .05916 -.01993 .14966
V17 DISCIPLINE QUESTIONS -.13197 .15361 1 .73232 1 .00205
V18 PROCESS QUESTIONS 1 .52293 1 .22686 -.08201 .32046
V19 RESPONSE RIGHT .92342 1 .15691 -.07448 .06202
V20 RESPONSE WRONG .13681 -.00409 1 .59695 1 .33754
V21 RESPONSE PART.CORR. .39539 .23608 -.05507 .36777
V22 NEGATIVE WRONG -.10646 -.06865 .14005 .37649
V23 AFFIRM RIGHT 1 .89316 1 .17462 -.13241 -.13139
V24 REPEAT QUESTIONS .17704 .19588 .04048 .74081
V25 REPHRASE/CLUE .40427 .17540 -.01245 -.12751
V26 NEW QUESTIONS .00601 -.03090 .02970 ■ .83619 1
V27 GIVES ANSWER .01340 -.00548 -.06605 -.12187
V28 DISCUSS ANSWER .39827 .11160 -.06113 -.14786
V29 PRAISE 1 .82670 .17558 -.13332 .01669
V30 CRITICISM -.06191 -.08072 1 .77372 1 .18018
V31 SEATWORK AFFORD -.08687 .18225 -.17808 .10200
V32 SEATWORK CREAT. .14406 .10391 .08477 .00884
V33 BEHAVIOR INTER. -.19852 -.02560 .70454 1 -.13004


































































































The factors which are highly loaded in Factor 1 clearly revealed that
there was a strong relationship between the expectation which a teacher
held for a given student and the quantity as well as the quality of
interactions within the classroom (Represented in Table 4.4) Con¬
ceptually, Factor 1 represented a measure of questioning.
As stated in Chapter II, the school as a mechanism for social differ¬
entiation and the corresponding teacher and school expectations that
result from this differentiation has interested numerous authors. Since
i968 with the publication of the studies by Rosenthal and Jacobson, there
has been an inextricable bond between teacher expectations and student
achievement. Many of the studies examining this relationship after
Rosenthal and Jacobson have been concerned with the ways in which teacher
expectations influences student achievement. The variables in the present
study which are highly loaded in Factor 1 clearly demonstrated that the
quantity of academically related student-teacher interactions within the
classroom were influenced by the expectations which a teacher held for
individual students, i.e. some students received more opportunities to
learn than other students. Therefore, if the research on "time-on-task",
which essentially states that the more time a student is involved in a
specified learning activity, the greater will be his academic achievement,
is valid, then those students who receive the greatest amount of the
teacher's attention academically will demonstrate the highest school
achievement. This relationship has been consistently demonstrated in
"time-on-task" research. Therefore, in this study, the relationship
was considered to be valid.
In Factor 2, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 6 Participation in free/reduced meal program
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(b) Variable 7 Education of father
(c) Variable 8 Education of mother
(d) Variable 9 Occupation of father
(e) Variable 10 Occupation of mother
(f) Variable 11 Achievement test results
(g) Variable 12 Final academic grade in course observed
(h) Variable 14 Number of days absent from school
Included in the theoretical framework of this study is a hypothesized
explanation of the reasons differential expectations are formed by teachers
for students. This explanation is entirely based on the socioeconomic
situation of the student and the physical and behavioral characteristics
associated with persons based on perceived social class. It was further
hypothesized that the expectations which result from perceived social
class influences the treatment of students, which further influences
school achievement. The variables which are highly loaded in Factor 2
revealed that there is a definite relationship between the variables that
are commonly associated with the socioeconomic status of a student and
school achievement (grades, test results). Conceptually, Factor 2
represents a measure of "Socioeconomic Status".
As early as 1940, Davis and Dollard revealed that pupils differing
in social class status differed in the types of interactions that were
experienced with teachers. Since that time, this relationship has been
consistently identified in the literature. It was argued in Chapter I
that there are no genetic differences between individuals classified as
lower class and those classified as middle or upper class. Therefore,
there is no objective reason for the relationship established in Factor 2
to exist. The relationship therefore, must be attributed to the type of
treatment afforded members of these social classes by society. In the
case of children who attend the public schools, this treatment has the
greatest effect within the classroom. Those students who exhibit the
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behavioral and physical characteristics associated with middle and upper
class socioeconomic status are more likely to receive the type of treat¬
ment, teaching, and encouragement which fosters academic and intellectual
growth. On the other hand, their less affluent counterparts, who most
often possess the same ability and desire for success when they originally
enter the public school, are subject to treatment by teachers, as well as
other formal representatives of the educational institution, which hampers
their development thus creating a self fulfilling prophecy. This further
leads to the creation of a permanent underclass in American society which
serve the needs and desires of the rich and affluent. As stated in
Chapter I, this is composed largely of blacks and other minorities.
In Factor 3, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 13 Conduct grade
(b) Variable 17 Number of discipline questions directed toward a
student
(c) Variable 20 Incorrect responses to questions by students
(d) Variable 30 Criticism directed toward a student after an
incorrect response to a question by a student
(e) Variable 33 Behavior interactions between the student and
the teacher during seatwork activities
a'iI of the highly loaded variables identified in Factor 3 (with the
exception of variable 20) describe subjective evaluations of students by
teachers. Conduct grade is an evaluation made by the teacher based on
his perception of a student's behavior over the course of the quarter.
Discipline questions are directed toward a student based on the teacher's
perception of the student's behavior at the time the question was asked.
The decision to criticize after a response to a question is also a sub¬
jective response by the teacher based on their perception of the appro¬
priateness of the student's response. Behavior interactions between the
student and teacher during seatwork assignments are again based on the
subjective perception of the student's behavior during the time of the
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interaction. Clearly, there is no objective method of determining the
appropriateness of a student's behavior at any given time. What is
considered inappropriate for one teacher is entirely acceptable to
another.
The theoretical framework in Chapter I from which the basic hypo¬
thesis was derived uses the concept of labeling theory to explain the
different sanctions applied to members of society even though the same
norm was violated. Within the discussion of labeling theory, it was
explained how the perceptions and reactions of society to a given prac¬
tice or act by other members of society is central to the determination
of whether or not it is acceptable or considered deviant. Further, be¬
haviors that are considered deviant when exhibited by certain members of
society are considered perfectly acceptable when committed by other members
of society.
By relying on the concepts of labeling theory, it is clear that there
can be no objective reason for the variables grouped within Factor 3 to
correlated with each other. This leads to the conclusion that the variables
which are highly loaded within Factor 3 further supports the hypothesis
that students within the classroom receive different treatment from teachers
based almost entirely on subjective perceptions. Conceptually, Factor 3
represented "Discipline Related Interactions".
In Factor 4, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 24 Teacher repeats question if student does not
immediately answer
(b) Variable 26 Student is asked a new question as a follow up
to original question
Factor 4 established a strong relationship between two variables
that were cited as one example of the differential treatment afforded
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students in Chapter II. Research has revealed that teachers have a
tendency to provide more response opportunities for students for whom
high expectations are held by repeating the question if the student
hesitates to answer and by asking a new question either as a follow up
to the original question or to ask a new question to provide the
student with an additional opportunity to achieve success. All students,
however are not given this opportunity.
The hypothesis tested in this study clearly stated that a discrep¬
ancy exists within the classroom relative to the amount of time different
groups of students are actively involved in learning activities. Factor 4
strongly suggests that this is true: students who did not answer immedi¬
ately and had the question repeated by the teacher were more like to
receive a- new question as well, which increases the number of instruc-
tionally related interactions with the teacher resulting in an increased
amount of time attending to a learning task. Conceptually, Factor 4
represents "Sustained Feedback".
In Factor 5, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 22 Student is told that the response to a question
is incorrect
(b) Variable 27 Student is given the correct answer by the
teacher after an incorrect response.
Factor 5 was the antipode of Factor 4: those students who answered
incorrectly were more likely to receive the correct answer from the teacher
after they were told that their answer was incorrect. The negative rela¬
tionship between the variables in Factor 4 and Factor 5 is so strong that
the correlation coefficients for the two variables located in each factor
are almost the same. Conceptually, Factors 4 and 5 exemplify the
different treatment afforded students within the same classrooom by the
same teacher.
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Factor 5 represented a form of terminal feedback by the teacher that
is both negative in terms of the quality of the interaction and minimal
in terms of the instructional time provided. This suggested that the
original hypothesis is correct in its contention that some students are
more likely to experience a greater amount of "time-on-task" within the
classroom because of subjective perceptions by the teacher. Further,
the findings are consistent with many of the studies cited in Chapter II
which suggested that both quantitative and qualitative differences in
treatment are experienced by different children within the same classroom.
The conceptual representation of Factor 5 is "Terminal Feedback".
In Factor 6, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 5 Family structure (single parent/both parents
present)
(b) Variable 21 Student response partially correct
(c) Variable 25 Question rephrased or clue provided if response
is incorrect
Factor 6 revealed that some students are likely to receive additional
assistance from the teacher if their response to a question was partially
correct. Studies cited in Chapter II suggested that students for whom
teachers hold high expectations often receive "reinstruction in failure
situations" by receiving clues to the answer. The results of the
variables highly loaded in Factor 6 are consistent with these findings.
Rephrasing of the question or providing a clue is another example of
methods used by teachers to increase academic engaged time of high
expectation students. Conceptually, Factor 6 represents "Reinstruction
in Failure Situations".
In Factor 7, the most highly loaded variables included:
(a) Variable 28 Teacher discusses the answer with the student
(b) Variable 31 Teacher-student interactions during seatwork
by the teacher
(c) Variable 32 Teacher-student interactions during seatwork
created by the student
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Factor 7 suggests, that students who are afforded academically
oriented interactions by the teacher during seatwork activities are also
more likely to seek the teacher's help during seatwork. This suggestion
was consistent with studies cited in Chapter II which revealed that
students for whom teachers hold high expectations received more attention
from the teacher and in turn sought more help and encouragement from the
teacher. This, of course, lead to more student academic engaged time.
The opposite is true for students for whom low expectations were held.
Conceptually Factor 7 represents "Individualized Instruction".
In Factor 8, the only highly loaded variable was sex. There was
no evidence that sex correlated significantly with other groups of
variables included in the study. Sex, however, was not mentioned in the
original hypothesis. It is therefore not necessary to add support for
the hypothesis.
In Factor 8, the only highly loaded variable was school. No evi¬
dence was provided that any differences existed between the two schools
used in the study in terms of the variables that were recorded. Because
of the similarities of the two schools chosen, school was not expected
to be a significant factor in the study.
Each of the nine factors identified have been given a conceptual
meaning which were utilized in the final analyses. Interestingly, all
of the variables which were conceived to be measures of student academic
engaged time (total number of questions asked, product questions, progress
questions, repeat question, rephrase/clue, new question, discussion after
answer, seatwork interactions created, and seatwork interactions afforded)
were not highly loaded within the same factor. Therefore, academic engaged






Each of these represents additional methods used by the teachers
studied to control time-on-task for students within the classroom. How¬
ever, it has been revealed that students who were identified in the high
expectation group received more of these treatments than students who
were a part of the low expectation group. Table 4.5 shows the new
variables created as a result of factor analysis.
Cross Tabulation
Expectation By New Variables
Cross tabulation and chi square were computed for expectation by
the new variables (shown in Table 4.5) created from the results of
factor analysis. These tests revealed a number of significant relation¬
ships. Table 4.6 shows the results of expectation by questioning. As
revealed in the results of factor analysis, questioning is one of the
four measures of student academic engaged time. It has been shown to
correlate with expectation significantly with and r of 0.67649 and x^
of 78.27710. Students in the high expectation group received a greater
percentage of instructionally related questions during classroom activi¬
ties than did students in the low expectation group, thus increasing
their academic engaged time during inquiry sessions.
Table 4.6 shows the results of expectation by individualized in¬
struction, another measure of student academic engaged time accomplished
primarily through extended discussions with the student and private
interactions during seatwork both afforded by the teacher and created by
the student. Again, a relationship is shown with expectation. The
results reveal an r of 0.34944 and x^ of 33.11432 both significant at
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TABLE 4.5
NEW VARIABLES CREATED FROM FACTOR ANALYSIS
(1) QUESTIONING - VAR. 15
VAR. 16
VAR. . 18
(2) RECOGNITION a VAR. 19
VAR. 23
VAR. 29
(3) ACHIEVEMENT a VAR. 11
VAR. 12










(6) SUSTAINED FEEDBACK as VAR. 24
VAR. 26
(7) TERMINAL FEEDBACK a VAR. 22
VAR. 27
(8) REINSTRUCTION as VAR. 21
VAR. 25
(9) INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION a VAR. 28
VAR. 31
VAR. 32






















(RESPONSE PARTIALLY CORRECT) +
(REPHRASE/CLUE)
(DISCUSS ANSWER) +
(SEATWORK INTERACTIONS AFFORDED) +
(SEATWORK INTERACTIONS CREATED)
the .01 level. Students in the high expectation group not only received
more extended explanations after answering questions but also received
more help during seatwork activities. In addition, these same students
were more likely to seek the teachers help during seatwork activities






CD QUESTIONING 0.67649 78.27710
(2) INDIVIDUALIZED
INSTRUCTION 0.34944 33.11432
(3) REINSTRUCTION 0.50727 38.75904
(4) DAYS ABSENT -0.52279 40.65998
(5) RECOGNITION 0.70027 202.38192
(6) ACHIEVEMENT 0.76815 98.55130
(7) SOCIOECONOMIC
STATUS 0.46855 61.00366
Table 4.6 shows the results of expectation by reinstruction.
Reinstruction is accomplished primarily by rephrasing the question or
providing a clue if the student does not answer or answers incorrectly.
This relationship resulted in a r of 0.50727 and x2 of 38.75904. The
teachers studied used this technique almost exclusively with students
in the high expectation group. Reinstruction not only increases student-
teacher instructional interactions but also the amount of time that the
student is engaged in a learning activity. This method of increasing
instructional time again favored the high expectation students over the
low expectation students.
Table 4.6 shows the results of expectation of days absent. The
amount of time a student spends in class based on attendance is a measure
of engaged time even though it is not directly controlled by the teacher.
However, it is revealed that students who attended school most were
also the same students for whom high expectations were held. Throughout
this study, the results have clearly shown that students received different
treatment by teachers. Many of these differences have correlated highly
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with expectation. Students in the high expectation group have consistently
received favorable treatment over students in the low expectation group.
Therefore, it is reasonable to believe that the favorable treatment
received by those students for whom high expectations are held provided a
greater inducement to attend school daily as opposed to those in the low
expectation group. The statistical results show an r of -0.52279 and x^
of 40.65998, highly significant at the .01 level.
Those students who fell in the high expectation group received more
positive recognition in terms of answering questions correctly and
receiving praise for their performance. These correlations are highly
significant with an r of 0.70027 and an x^ of 202.38192. Again, it is
reasonable to believe that the positive recognition which students in the
high expectation group received encouraged better school attendance than
those in the low expectation group.
Table 4.6 shows the results of expectation by socioeconomic status.
Students in the high expectation group were higher on measures of socio¬
economic status than those in the low group. The correlations were
significant with an r of .46855 and x^ of 61.00366. These results
revealed that socioeconomic status affected the expectation which the
teachers studied held for their students. This in turn determined the
type of treatment which the students received in the classroom both
quantitatively eind qualitatively.
Table 4.6 revealed a very strong relationship between expectation
and achievement with an r of 0.76815 and x^ of 98.55130. Students in the
high expectation group had higher academic achievement not only on
standardized tests but also on the grade received from the teacher. It
has been shown that teacher expectations are manifested in the classroom
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through different treatment of students. Table 4.6 reveals that these
differences ultimately resulted in different levels of achievement.
Cross Tabulation
Achievement by New Variables
Cross tabulation and chi square were calculated for achievement by
the new variables created from factor analysis. A number of significant
correlations were revealed.
Table 4.7 shows the results of achievement by questioning. A
significant relationship is revealed with an r of 0.56293 and of
147.82938. Questioning has been revealed as a measure of student academic
time. Students who received a greater niomber of instructionally related
questions had higher academic achievement both in terms of standardized
test scores and academic grade awarded by the teacher. Since expectation
also had a significant relationship with questioning it follows that those
students who experienced high academic achievement as a result of a
greater number of questions were also the same students for whom high
expectations were held.
Table 4.7 shows the results of achievement by individualized in¬
struction. Individualized instruction is primarily accomplished through
extended discussions with a student and private interactions, both
created and afforded, during seatwork. A significant relationship is
shown with an r of .32644 and x2 of 84.29260, i.e. those students whose
academic engaged time is increased by individualized instruction also
experience the greatest academic achievement. The proceeding section
concluded that expectation is significantly correlated with individualized
instruction.
Table 4.7 shows a strong relationship between achievement by






CD EXPECTATION 0.76815 98.55130
(2) QUESTIONING 0.56293 147.82938
(3) INDIVIDUALIZED
INSTRUCTION 0.32644 84.29260
C4) REINSTRUCTION 0.49854 45.25119
(5) DAYS ABSENT -0.58437 62.40458
(6) RECOGNITION 0.53459 152.46486
(7) FAMILY 0.41357 34.00564
(8) DISCIPLINE -0.59181 59.18167
(9) SOCIOECONOMIC
STATUS 0.67627 231.14089
an additional measure of academic engaged time. Those students who
received the greatest amount of reinstruction during questioning activi¬
ties, experienced greater academic achievement. Reinstruction correlated
significantly with expectation.
Table 4.7 shows the results of achievement by days absent. The
calculations indicates an r of -0.58437 and x^ of 62.40458. Those
students who were absent the least experienced the liighest achievement.
However, since days absent also correlated significantly with expectation,
the same conclusions drawn in the preceeding section are relevant here.
Even though the teacher does not directly control student attendance, the
type of treatment which a student receives at school may affect the desire
to attend. In addition. Table 4.7 supports this relationship by showing
a significant relationship between achievement and recognition. Those
students who experienced the greatest academic achievement were those who
not only attended school the most but also received the greatest amounts of
positive recognition. Those students who were subject to this treatment
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were also the same students for whom the teachers held high expectations.
These expectations, in turn, were communicated to the students in a
variety of ways so that the teachers received the reaction originally
expected.
Table 4.7 shows the results of achievement by family structure.
There was a moderate correlation detected here with an r of .41357 and
x^ of 34.00564. Those students whose family structure included a single
parent experienced lower school achievement. Family structure was
slightly related to expectation .24954. This relationship, however, is
not as strong as many of the others discussed and the x2 score suggest
that even though family structure may influence achievement, the relation
ship is not very strong.
Table 4.7 shows the results of achievement by discipline. A very
strong relationship is revealed with an r of .59181 and x^ of 59.18167.
These students who experienced a lower number of discipline related inter
actions experienced higher academic achievement.
Table 4.7 also reveals a very strong correlation, achievement by
socioeconomic status. The results show an r of 0.67627 and x^ of
231.14089 indicating that achievement is strongly dependent on socio-
I
economic status. However, it has been shown that teacher expectations
are strongly influenced by socioeconomic status. Therefore, even though
achievement is dependent upon socioeconomic status, the real basis for
this relationship lies with teacher expectations since they have been
shown to influence the types of treatments which students receive in the
classroom.
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Results Of Regression Analysis
Expectation A Dependent Variable
Regression analysis was performed using expectation as the dependent
variable against the other variables listed in Table 4.8. The purpose
of this analysis was to determine the amount of influence which each
variable contributed to the formation of teacher expectations. The
regression analysis showed that correlation is not necessarily causation.
In other words, even though high correlations exist between expectation
and other variables, those variables do not necessarily cause expectation
to be either high or low.
Table 4.8 shows that achievement contributes most to expectation
with a beta of .56065. The next most significant contribution is made by
recognition .38803, and finally by sustained feedback with a beta of
.15855. The other variables in the regression equation contribute very
little to the formation of teacher expectation. In essence, this analysis
states that teacher expectation = achievement + recognition + sustained
feedback. Those students for whom teachers hold high expectations are
high achievers, receive recognition and receive sustained instructional
feedback. Further, 73% of the variance in teacher expectations are
determined by student achievement, recognition, and sustained feedback.
These results show the existence of the self fulfilling prophecy.
Student achievement contributes most to teacher expectations, yet the
teachers provided those students with recognition and sustained feedback
which contributed to high achievement.
Results of Regression Analysis
Achievement as Dependent Variable
Regression analysis was performed using achievement as the dependent
variable against the other variables listed in Table 4.9. The purpose of
TABLE 4.8
MULTIPLE REGRESSION USING EXPECTATION AS DEPENDENT
VARIABLE WITH SELECTED INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
n.l20
PART
B BETA CORREL CORREL T SIG T
ACHIEVEMENT .14607 .56065 .76815 .32773 6.733 .0000
RECOGNITION .07011 .38803 .32773 .14428 2.964 .0037
SUSTAINED FEEDBACK .17390 .15855 .25228 .13411 2.755 .0069
SEX .06543 .06305 .08273 .05539 1.138 .2577
SCHOOL -.02777 -.02690 .01614 -.02485 -.511 .6107
DISCIPLINE -.01327 -.04807 -.02589 -.04486 -.922 .3588
INDIVIDUAL INSTRUCTION .02276 .08822 .34994 .07539 1.549 .1244
TERMINAL FEEDBACK -.06014 -.07148 -.13938 -.05524 -1.135 .2589
FAMILY -.07241 -.07218 .24954 -.05851 -1.202 .2320
DAYS ABSENT -.01981 -.04140 -.52279 -.03183 -.654 .5146
REINSTRUCTION 3.302324E-03 4.7956E-03 .50727 .00347 .071 .9434
SES -5.85423E-03 .05222 .46855 -.03263 -.670 .5040
QUESTIONING -6.22352E-i)3 -.03245 .67649 -.01090 -.224 .8232
MULTIPLE R .87216
R SQUARE .76066
ADJUSTED R SQUARE .73131
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this analysis is to determine the amount of influence which each variable
contributed to student achievement. Again, as in the preceeding analysis
correlation is not necessarily causation.
Table 4.9 shows that teacher expectation contributed most to student
achievement with a beta of .53435. The next most significant contribution
is made by socioeconomic status .35446 and days absent -.13252. The other
variables in the regression equation contribute very little to achievement.
In essence, this analysis states that student achievement = teacher
expectation + socioeconomic status + days absent. Those students who
experienced the highest academic achievement were the same students who
scored high in measures of socioeconomic status, have good school atten¬
dance, and above all, are expected to achieve by their teachers. Further,
the adjusted r2 concludes that approximately 73% of the variance in
achievement by students are determined by teacher expectation, socio¬
economic status, and days absent. The other 27% is determined by the inter¬
action of the other variables in the equation plus differences in the
students themselves.
It has been consistently shown throughout this study that teacher
expectations are manifested in a variety of overt actions in the class¬
room by teachers. Therefore, it must be concluded that the different
treatment afforded students in the classroom as a result of teacher
expectation are, in reality, the determining factor of student achieve¬
ment .
TABLE 4.9
MULTIPLE REGRESSION USING ACHIEVEMENT AS DEPENDENT
VARIABLE WITH SELECTED INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
n-120
PART
VARIABLE B BETA CORREL CORREL T SIG T
EXPECTATION 2.05101 .53435 .76815 .31995 6.733 .0000
SES .15254 .35466 .67627 .24799 5.215 .0000
DAYS ABSENT -.24343 -.13252 -.58437 -.10394 -2.187 .0309
SEX .34793 .08734 .04691 .07721 1.625 .1072
TERMINAL FEEDBACK .17093 .05293 -.05001 .04080 .859 .3925
DISCIPLINE -7.51446E-03 -7.110E-03 .04782 -.00661 -.139 .8890
SCHOOL .11074 .02794 .11353 .02582 .524 .5881
INDIVIDUAL INSTRUCTION -.03404 -.03438 .32644 -.02911 -.613 .5415
SUSTAINED FEEDBACK -.39354 -.09348 .16994 -.07733 -1.627 .1066
FAMILY .35078 .09110 .41357 .07419 1.561 .1214
REINSTRUCTION .10873 .04114 .49854 .02979 .627 .5320
RECOGNITION -.08696 -.12539 .53459 -.04499 -.947 .3459
QUESTIONING .08461 .11498 .56293 .03872 .815 .4170
MULTIPLE R .87216
R SQUARE .76066




This study was primarily designed to determine the relationship
between student socioeconomic status, teacher expectations, and student
academic engaged time, commonly referred to as time-on-task. Because
these three variables are constantly cited in the effective school
research as having a profound effect on student achievement, or lack of
achievement, it was felt by the researcher that a direct correlation
existed between the three, i.e. teachers form higher expectations of
middle or upper class students leading to higher levels of academic
engaged time which ulitmately results in higher student achievement.
Chapter II cites pertinent studies which reveal that middle or upper
class students differ in the types of interactions which fhey experience
with teachers. Within Chapter II, there was no attempt to be exhaustive
in reviewing the literature on teacher expectations. Instead, the
researcher specifically cited those studies which link student academic
engaged time to teacher expectations. Many studies have alluded to this
relationship. However, very few have utilized this relationship as the
primary focus, of research. Additionally, it was felt by the researcher
that this relationship might help to explain the lack of academic achieve¬
ment by poor minority students.
Chapter I reviewed the most common explanations for the lack of
achievement by poor minority students. These explanations were found to
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be unacceptable because they placed the blame on the student for lack of
achievement. Essentially, those explanations concluded that the school
bears no responsibility for failure by those students. If this is true,
than it also follows that the school can take very little credit, if any,
for the success of middle or upper class students. This statement is
also unacceptable.
The theoretical framework presented in Chapter I proposed the
following hypotheses:
1. Teachers form higher expectations of students who display
the physical and behavioral characteristics associated
with a middle or upper socioeconomic status.
2. Those expectations are manifested toward students in the
classroom in a variety of overt forms.
3. In the secondary school, these differences are manifested
more in quantitative forms than in qualitative forms, i.e.
those students for whom high expectations are held
experience more instructionally related interactions than do
those students for whom low expectations are held. Conse¬
quently, those students for whom high expectations are held
experience higher academic achievement.
Conclusions
The evidence in Chapter IV would lead to conclusions in this chapter
in order of the appearance of evidence in the former chapter.
1. Teacher expectations were related to the variables commonly
associated with socioeconomic status. These variables
included family structure, income (participation in free/
reduced lunch program), education of parents, and occupation
of parents. Those students who were high in measures of
of socioeconomic status were more likely to be identified
by teachers as high academic achievers. Perceived social
class orientation by the teachers were more strongly in¬
fluenced by both the educational level and occupation of
the mother and participation in free/reduced lunch program.
Teachers were more likely to be aware of this information
since they interact more frequently with the mothers of
students than with the fathers. They were also likely to
know whether or not students participate in the free/
reduced lunch program because they have the responsibility
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of distributing the cards which identify those students who
are eligible to receive free or reduced lunch. The educa¬
tional level and occupation of father also influence teacher
expectations, though the correlations were not as high as
those of the mother.
2. Teacher expectation also had a significant influence on
student academic engaged time (time-on-task). Teacher
expectation correlated significantly with many of the
measures of academic engaged time including total number
of process questions asked, teacher provides student with a
clue to the answer, and teacher discusses answer with student.
Students who were identified as high academic achievers
received more instructionally related interaction than those
identified as low academic achievers. In addition, those
students in the high expectation group received more process
questions which not only required higher levels of cognitive
functions to answer but were also more likely to be further
discussed with the teacher. Students classified as high
academic achievers by the teachers were also more likely to
receive unsolicited help from the teacher during seatwork
and in turn voluntarily asked questions of the teacher during
seatwork.
3. On the other hand, students classified as low academic achievers
experienced more discipline related interactions than instruc¬
tionally related interactions. This was true of both inquiry
sessions between the students and the teachers and during seat-
work as well.
4. Students identified as high academic achievers, received
praise after answering questions correctly whereas those
identified as low achievers were more likely to receive
criticism after an incorrect answer. In addition, low
expectation students were more likely to be given the correct
answer after an incorrect response as opposed to high expec¬
tation students who were likely to receive a clue as to the
correct answer followed by an explanation after the student
was led to the correct answer.
5. Students for whom teachers held high expectations received
not only the highest grades in the class but also had the
highest achievement test results. Since it was also dis¬
covered that teacher expectation was related to student
socioeconomic status, it follows that a student's grade was
directly related to the perceived socioeconomic status of the
student. Teachers were also more likely to judge the
behavior of those students satisfactory by awarding a conduct
grade of satisfactory.
6. On the other hand, students for whom low expectations were
held received lower grades and also had low achievement test
scores. They also received conduct grades which described
their classroom behavior as unsatisfactory.
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7. Student academic engaged time was controlled by the teachers
using four different methods (1) Questioning, (2) Sustained
Feedback, (3) Reinstruction, and (4) Individualized Instruc¬
tion (primarily during seatwork). Students for whom teachers
held high expectations received significantly more interac¬
tions in these four categories than did students for whom
teachers held low expectations.
8. Teacher expectation correlated significantly with questioning,
individualized instruction, reinstruction, number of days
absent, recognition (including praise), socioeconomic status,
and achievement. However, the results of regression analysis
revealed that the strongest determinants of teacher expecta¬
tions are achievement, recognition, and sustained feedback.
9. Student achievement correlated significantly with questioning,
individualized instruction, reinstruction, number of days
absent, recognition, family structure, discipline, socio¬
economic status and expectation. However, the results of
regression analysis revealed that the strongest determinants
of student achievement are teacher expectations, socioeconomic
status, and number of days absent.
10. Student academic engaged time can not be eliminated as a major
contributor to achievement despite the results of the
regression analysis. Teacher expectations themselves do not
directly affect students. However it is the overt behavior
exhibited by teachers toward students based on those expecta¬
tions that produce the differential effects in achievement.
Student academic engaged time is one of those differences.
11. Increasing student academic engaged time by itself will not
improve the academic achievement of poor and minority students.
Before increased time-on-task will have a significant influence
on the achievement of students, there must be an increase in
teacher expectations for those students. The increase in
teacher expectations will result in increased time-on-task.
But more important, it will result in increased positive
recognition as well as a positive classroom ethos that will
replace the communication of differential expectations for
students in the classroom with the expectation that all students
will and can achieve academically. . Increased time-on-task for
those students will result in increased achievement only after
these things have been accomplished.
Summary of Limitations
1. The research study was conducted in two schools in the metropoli¬
tan Atlanta area.
2. The sample involved only ten teachers and 120 students.
3. Both the race of the students and teachers were controlled.
Therefore, the results may differ if the race of the students
and teachers are changed.
894.No attempt was made to assess organizational climate of the
school. Differences in organizational climate and administra¬
tive style may alter the results.
Recommendations
The conclusions-drawn from this study present significant implica¬
tions for education administration and supervision, teacher training and
staff development, and further research. The following recommendations
are made:
1. That teacher training programs provide courses specifically
related to the communication of expectations to students
in the classroom.
2. That teacher training programs require more indepth study of
the poor and minority student to eliminate the myths surrounding
their lack of ability to achieve academically.
3. That educational administrators and instructional supervisors
undergo training to recognize communication of differential
expectations in the classroom and in methods to correct this
phenomenon once it is detected.
4. That staff development programs be developed for veteran
teachers to make them aware of methods which communicate
differential expectations and to suggest alternative methods
which encourage all students to learn and achieve.
5. That additional research be undertaken using the design of the
present study and to increase the population of students and
teachers.
6. That additional research be conducted changing the race of the
sample in the following ways: (a) black teachers—white
students,(b) white teachers—both black and white students,
(c) black teachers—black students, (d) black teachers—both
black and white students, (e) white teachers—white students.
7. That additional research be conducted in schools which serve
a primarily upper socioeconomic student population.
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Historically, observation has been closely aligned with the educa¬
tional process in America. From its rudimentary conception as a means
of control and inspection, systems of observation have become more
sophisticated along with the refinement of the process of education.
The observation of teaching processes has become a multidin^nsional pro¬
cess that requires training, skill, and valid instrumentation. Early
rating scales which used predetermined criteria have given way to
structural procedures where observers look for specific behavioral char¬
acteristics of teachers. Procedures have been utilized which record the
behavior of teachers, students, and interaction between the two. As
educators and researchers become more cognizant of the importance of
teacher observations as a means of assessing teachers' competencies,
systematic observation has become the primary tool to accomplish it.
Systematic Observation
The difficulty in designating the meaning of "systematic observa¬
tion" is considerable since the term is so inclusive. Observational
methods are an expension of the scientific area of a general skill which
most humans have to some degree.Traditionally, two major techniques
have received the most attention: category and rating scales and
IOIr. Heyns and R. Lippitt, "Systematic Observational Techniques,"
in R. Lindsey, and E. Aaronson, eds.. The Handbook of Social Psychology,




There are important distinctions between observational methods and
experimental methods. Observational studies involve fewer controls than
do experiments. The controls that do exist pertain more to the setting,
task, or population. Behavior that is observed is more naturally stimu¬
lated and has multiple antecedents. Experimental outcomes generally are
influenced by fewer antecedents. Experimental outcomes generally are
directed more toward calibration and sensitizing the experimenter to the
flow of events while most training activities in experiments serve to
sharpen the judgment of the subject. Observational studies are more con¬
cerned with public, visible, external events and less with covert events.
The result is that a limited number of processes are studied with obser¬
vational methods and that explanations involving noncognitive variables
are more common.1^3
Observational research in education was greatly enhanced with the
development of the interaction analysis system. Process variables are
measured thjjough the interaction of students and teachers and are defined
as the actual behaviors which are demonstrated by the teacher and students
in a classroom situation.
Product variables are represented by evidence of instructional
outcomes. The variables reflect the goals and objectives of specific
102d^ Medley and*H. Mitzel, "Measuring Classroom Behavior by
Systematic Observation," in N. Gage, ed.. Handbook of Research in Teaching
(Skokie, Illinois: Rand McNally, 1963): p. 255.
lO^Fred N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research 2nd ed.
(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1973): p, 540.
104lbid., p. 540.
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units and are generally measured by norm-referenced instruments.^®^
Observer Bias and Effect
It is well documented that observation of behavior is an important
means of gathering information. Even so, observational methods are more
subject to biases of observers than most any other method.1®^ Two critical
factors of observer accuracy are observer characteristics and conditions of
observation. Observer characteristics refer to the age, sex, expectancies,
intelligence, and ability level of the observer.^®^ Ability level is per¬
haps the major means of reducing error. Conditions of observation refers
to the number of subjects being observed, the behaviors which are occur¬
ring, the frequency and rate with which behaviors occur, and the sequencing
of behaviors.^®®
In addition to the possibility of observer bias, many researchers
believe that the observer can affect the objects of observation simply by
being a part of the observational situation. However, according to Heyns
and Lippitt^®®, observers seem to have little effect on the situations
they observe. Individuals and groups seem to adapt rather quickly to an
observer's presence and to act as they usually act. This does not mean
that the observer cannot have an effect. It means that if the observer
takes care to be unobtrusive and not to give people observed the feeling
^®®Ibid., p. 541.
^®^K. Weick, "Systematic Observational Methods," in N. Gage, ed.
Handbook of Research in Teaching (Skokie, Illinois: Rand McNally, 1963).
p. 255.




that judgments are being made, then the observer as an influential
stimulus is mostly nullified.
As mentioned previously, observer bias is a strong influence upon
the accuracy of an observation. Kerlinger found that a short training
session of five to six minutes could reduce halo effects while not
adversely affecting the validity of the observation.
In addition to the problems of the observer, both validity and
reliability must be established in the observations. The important key
to the study of validity of behavior observation measure is construct
validity. If the variables being measured by the observational procedures
are embedded in a theoretical framework, then certain relations should
exist. If these relations hold up then this is evidence for the construct
validity of the observation system.112
The reliability of behavioral observations measures is defined as
the agreement among observers.Practically speaking, then, the
reliablity of observations can be estimated by correlating the observa¬
tions of two or more observers. When assessing the reliability of the
assignment of behaviors of categories, percentage of agreement between
observers is used.114
Training
Research relative to the development of observational systems is
^^^Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research, p. 538.
llllbid., p. 550.
ll^Ibid., p. 551.
ll^T. L. Good, and J. Brophy, Looking in Classrooms, 3rd ed.
(New York: Harper and Row, 1984): p. 70.
114lbid., p. 71.
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more abundant than that seeking the most effective means of training
observers. Brandt prescribed several procedures that contribute to
successful rater training:
1. Being familiar with the theory and purpose of the study.
2. Observing without an instrument so that the need for categori¬
zation is recognized.
3. Explaining items in the instrument and asking questions.
4. Running a pilot when possible.
5. Running interater reliability checks.
^^^R. Brandt. Studying Behavior in Normal Settings (New York:
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1972, p. 25.
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DEFINITIONS OF VARIABLES CODED IN
BROPHY-GOOO DYADIC INTERACTION SYSTEM
The coding sheet uses the definitions that appear immediately below. Definitions are pre¬
sented in the order that they appear on the coding sheet.
Student-Initiated Question: A student asks the teacher a question in a public setting.
Reading or Recitation: Student is called upon to read aloud, go through an arithmetic table, and
so on.
Discipline Question: The discipline question is a unique type of direct question in which the
teacher uses the question as a control technique, calling on the child to force him or her to pay
better attention rather than merely to provide a response opportunity in the usual sense.
Direct Question: Teacher calls on a child who is not seeking a response opportunity.
Open Question: The teacher creates the response opportunity by asking a public question and also
indicates who is to respond by calling on an individual child, but the teacher chooses one of the
children who has indicated a desire to respond by raising a hand.
Call-Outs: Response opportunities created by children who call out answers to teachers' questions
without waiting for permission to respond.
Process Question: Requires students to explain something in a way that requires them to integrate
facts or to show knowledge of their interrelationships. It most frequently is a "why?" or "how?"
question.
Product Question: Product questions seek to elicit a single correct answer that can be expressed
in a single word or short phrase. Product questions usually begin with "who?", "what?", "when?",
"where?", "how much?", or "how many?"
Choice Questions: In the choice question, the child does not have to produce a substantive response
but may instead simply choose one of two or more implied or expressed alternatives.
Self-Reference Question: Asks the child to make some nonacademic contrib'ution to classroom dis¬
cussion ("show-and-tell," questions about personal experiences, preferences, or feelings, requests
for opinions or predictions, etc.).
Opinion Questions: Much like self-reference (i.e., no one correct answer) except that they seek a
student opinion on an academic topic ("Is it worth putting a nan on the moon?").
Correct Answers: If the child answers the teacher's question in a way that satisfies the teacher,
the answer is coded as correct.
Part-Correct Answers: Part-correct answers are answers that are correct but incomplete as far as
they go or answers that are correct from one point of view but are not what the teacher is looking for.
Incorrect Answers: Responses that are treated as simply wrong by the teacher.
Don't Know: Student verbally says "I don't know" (or its equivalent) or nonverbally indicates
that he or she doesn't know (shakes head).
No Response: Student makes no response (verbally or nonverbally) to teacher question.
Praise: Praise refers to the teacher's evaluative reactions that go beyond the level of simple
affirmation or positive feedback by verbally complimenting the child.
Affiriation of Correct Answers: Affirmation is coded when the teacher indicated that the child's
response is correct or acceptable.
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SuHary: Teacher summarizes the student answer (generally as part of the affirmatiion process).
No Feedback Reaction: If the teacher makes no verbal or nonverbal response whatever following the
child's answer to the question, the teacher is coded for no feedback reaction.
Negation of Incorrect Answers: Simple provision of impersonal feedback regarding the incorrectness
of the response and not going farther than this by communicating a personal reaction to the child.
As with affirmation, negation can be communicated both verbally ("No." "That's not right." "Hmm-mm")
and nonverbally (shaking the head horizontally).
Criticisa: Evaluative reactions that go beyond the level of simple negation by expressing anger
or personal criticisms of the child in addition to indicating the incorrectness of the response.
Process Feedback: Coded when the teacher goes beyond merely providing the right answer and dis¬
cusses the cognitive or behavioral processes that are to be gone through in arriving at the answer.
Gives Answer: This category is used when the teacher gives the child the answer to the question
but does not elaborate sufficiently to be coded for process feedback.
Asks Other: Whenever the child does not answer a teacher question and the teacher moves to another
child in order to get the answer to that same question, the teacher's feedback rectin is coded for
asks other.
Call Out: The call out category is used when another child calls out the answer to the question
before the teacher has a chance to all on someone.
Repeats Question: Teacher asks a question, waits some time without getting the correct answer,
and then repeats the question to the same child.
Rephrase or Clue: In this feedback reaction, the teacher sustains the response opportunity by
rephrasing the question or giving the child a clue as to how to respond to it.
New Question: When an answer is required, the teacher asks a new question that is different from
the original, although it may be closely related. A question requiring a new answer is coded as
as new question.
Expansion: Teacher statements that ask the student to provide more information ("I think I under¬
stand, but give me . . .").
Work Related Contacts
Work-related contacts include those teacher-child contacts that have to do with the child's
completion of seatwork or homework assignments. They include clarification of the directions,
soliciting or giving help concerning how to do the work, or soliciting or giving feedback about work
already done. Work-related interactions are considered child-created if the child brings his or
her work up to the teacher to talk about it, or raises his or her hand, or otherwise indicates
that he or she wants to discuss it with the teacher. Work-related interactions are coded as
teacher-afforded if the teacher gives feedback about work when the child has not solicited it (the
teacher either calls the child to come up to his or her desk or goes around the room making in¬
dividual comments to the students). Created contacts are not planned by the teacher and occur solely
because the child has sought out him or her; afforded contacts are not planned by the child and
occur solely because the teacher initiates them. Separate space is provided for coding created
.105
and afforded work-related interactions on the coding sheets, and the coder indicates the nature
of an individual dyadic contact by where he or she codes the interaction.
In addition to noting the interaction as a work interaction and as an interaction that is
child-created or teacher-afforded, the coder also indicates the nature of the teacher's feedback
to the child during the interactions. He or she indicates this by using one or more of the five
columns provided for coding teacher's feedback in work-related interaction: praise (++), process
feedback (pcss), product feedback (fb), criticism (—), or "don't know" (?). The first four of
these categories have the same meaning as they have in other coding of teacher feedback. The
additional "don't know" category is added for this coding because frequently the individual teacher-
child interaction that occurs in the dyadic contacts will be carried on in hushed tones or across
the room for the coder, where it is not possible to hear the content of the interaction. In such
cases, the coder notes the occurrence of the work-related interaction and the fact that it was
either teacher-afforded or child-created but enters the child's identification number in the "don't
know" column (identified by the question nark on top).
Procedural Contacts
The category of procedural contacts includes all dyadic teacher-child interactions that are
not coded work-related contacts or as behavioral contacts. Thus it includes a wide range of types
of contacts, most of which are initiated on the basis of the immediate needs of the teacher or child
involved. Procedural contacts are created by the child for such purposes as seeking permission
to do something, requesting needed supplies or equipment, reporting some information to the teacher
(tattling on other children, calling attention to a broken desk or pencil, etc.), seeking help in
putting on or taking off clothing, getting permission or information about how to take care of
idiosyncratic needs (turning in lunch money, delivering a note from his or her mother to the
principal, etc.), as well as a variety of other contacts. In general, any dyadic interaction
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1. Family Structure: Single parent both parents present
2. Participation in free/reduced lunch program: yes no
3. Educational level of mother: ^
4. Educational level of father:
5. Occupation of mother:
6. Occupation of father:
7. California Achievement Test Results: reading math_
8. Final grade in class observed: academic conduct
9. Sex: male ^female



























l=less than high school
2=high school




l=less than high school
2=high school












1=4-6 years below grade level
2=3-1 years below grade level
3=on grade level
4=above grade level







Absent 16 1=0, 2=1-5, 3=6-10, 4=11-15,
5= more than 15
Number of Times
Student Called on 17 1=0, 2=1-3, 3=4-6, 4=7-9,
5=10-12, 6=13-15, 7=more than 15
Nvimber of Product
Questions 18 1=0, 2=1-3, 3=4-6, 4=7-9,
5=10-12, 6=13-15, 7=more than 15
Number of Discipline
Questions 19 1=0, 2=1-3, 3=4-6, 4=7-9,
5=10-12, 6=13-15, 7=more than 15
Number of Process
Questions 20 1=0, 2=1-3, 3=4-6, 4=7-9,
5=10-12, 6=13-15, 7=more than 15
Student Response
Right 21 1=0, 2=1-3, 3=4-6, 4=7-9,
5=10-12, 6=13-15
Student Response
Incorrect 22 1=0, 2=1-3, 3=4-6, 4=7-9,
5=10-12, 6=13-15
Student Response
Partially Correct 23 1=0, 2=1-3, 3=4-6, 4=7-9,
5=10-12, 6=13-15
Terminal Feedback
Negate Wrong 24 1=0, 2=1-3, 3=4-6, 4=7-9,
5=10-12, 6=13-15
Terminal Feedback
Affirm Right 25 1=0, 2=1-3, 3=4-6, 4=7-9,
5=10-12, 6=13-15
Sustaining Feedback/
Repeat Question 26 1=0, 2=1-3, 3=4-6, 4=7-9,
5=10=12, 6=13-15
Sustaining Feedback/













































You have been asked to participate in a research study which is con¬
cerned with the classroom behavior of students of different ability levels.
Approval for this research has been granted by the division of research
and program evaluation of the school system. It is hoped that this
research will reveal methods and techniques to aid in classroom manage¬
ment. Data for this research project will be collected by observing
students within a naturalistic classroom setting and making notes on their
behavior during the observation.
It will be necessary for you to do three things to assist in this
research.
1. Rank each student in your class according to academic
achievement (number one being the student with the highest
achievement or ability).
2. Assign each student in your class a permanent seat during
the research and make out a seating chart with the names of
students so that the observers can identify students that
are being observed by achievement levels.
3. Allow the class selected to be observed for five consecutive
days by two observers.
The two observers are full time graduate students. They are not
employees of the school system. No names of students or teachers will
be used in the research. The data collected will be converted to per¬
centage scores in order to obtain results. The observers are not con¬
cerned with the performance of the teacher. They are interested
exclusively in student behavior. It is important for you to under¬
stand that these observations will not be used for the purpose of teacher
evaluation.
Information derived from this study will be given to the school
system. In addition, the results will also be shared with any participant
who desires it. Students should not be told when observers are coming
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or the purpose for the visit. The observations will be conducted from
October 22 through Novemver 1. You will be notified as to the time of
visitation to your classroom. Do not alter your plans or create special
lessons for the observations.
APPENDIX G







Edward L. Boule, Jr.
Edward Bouie, Sr,^"(>-
Dissertatlon Research
DATE October 1, 1984
May this memo serve as permission for you to conduct your
dissertation research In the DeKalb School District.
As you well know, our major focus In the school system Is to
raise the level of student achievement, therefore, you are
expected to adhere to the following criteria:
1. There must be an anonymity of the school system personnel
that may be used In the research.
2. You cannot Interfere nor take away any instructional time
of students and teachers.










Ed.D., Atlanta University, 1985
Department of Educational Administration
and Supervision
Ed.S., Georgia State University, 1980
Department of Educational Administration
and Supervision
Advanced Study Leading to AS-5
Certification
Georgia State University, 1978
M.Mu.Ed., Georgia State University, 1974
Department of Music
B.S., Morris Brown College, 1973
Public School Music
Assistant Principal, Briarcliff High
School
DeKalb County, Georgia
July 1984 - Present
Assistant Principal, Gordon High School
DeKalb County, Georgia
March 1979 - June 1984
Band Director, Columbia High School
DeKalb County, Georgia
July 1975 - March 1979
Assistant Band Director, Columbia High
School
DeKalb Covinty, Georgia
August 1974 - July 1975
Director, Stone Mountain Summer School
DeKalb County, Georgia
Summer 1983








Major Music School of Music and Dance
DeKalb County, Georgia
January 1978 - Jime 1980
Instructor, DeKalb Honors Program
DeKalb County, Georgia
Summer 1977
(Jazz Ensemble, Music Theory, Trumpet)
Instructor and Clinician
Georgia Music Educators Association
All State Jazz Workshop
Georgia College, Milledgeville
November 1976
PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS: Phi Delta Kappa
National Association of Secondary School
Principals
National Association of Jazz Educators
DeKalb Association of Secondary School
Principals
COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES: Member, Antioch Baptist Church
Member, Briarcliff High School PTA
Member, National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People
PRESENTATIONS: Power Bases That Affect School Administrators
National Association of School Administrators
Atlanta, Georgia 1978
"Teacher Expectations, Academic Achievement,
and Classroom Supervision"
Supervision For Excellence In Education
A Conference Sponsored By The School of
Education
Atlanta University
Atlanta, Georgia 1985
